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Networking is a critical yet potentially underutilized career self-management strategy. The 
purpose of this dissertation was to explore the extent to which novel reading and writing 
exercises could foster networking motivation and network use. The first set, based on Social-
Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT), was designed to increase participants’ confidence about their 
ability to engage in effective networking, and help them believe that networking is a valuable 
activity. The second set, based on Goal-Setting Theory (GST), was designed to help participants 
practice setting effective career development objectives and networking goals linked to those 
objectives. The Networking Information Control (NIC) condition was designed to provide 
information about networking. The Career Self-Management Control (CSMC) condition was 
designed to provide information about effective career development and career self-management 
strategies other than networking. To explore the effectiveness of these intervention materials on 
networking motivation and network use, 113 students from an east-coast, urban, public 
university completed a field experiment with three measurement timepoints. At baseline (T1), 
they completed measures of four understudied constructs: networking self-efficacy, networking 
outcome expectations, networking plans, and networking intentions; they also completed 






measures of individual differences, and of their recent use of network contacts. A week later 
(T2), they were randomly assigned to complete one of the four sets of materials. Participants 
again completed measures of networking self-efficacy, networking outcome expectations, 
networking plans, and networking intentions. Three weeks later (T3), participants again 
completed measures of their recent use of network contacts. The SCCT and GST materials were 
expected to be more effective than the NIC or CSMC materials at fostering networking 
motivation and network use. Results revealed that participants in the SCCT condition reported 
greater networking intentions at T2 than participants who completed the NIC materials. 
However, no support was found for other predictions. The study was limited by the fact that the 
study focused on networking during the COVID-19 pandemic, which likely curtailed normal 
networking activities. Contributions of the research include the development of new measures of 
networking motivation, and four novel networking intervention modules, which can facilitate 
future research on how to foster networking motivation and network use. 
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 Networking is defined as individuals’ proactive efforts to initiate, develop, use, and 
maintain personal and professional relationships to achieve career-related benefits (Forret, 2014; 
Wolff & Moser, 2009). Among employed persons, higher levels of networking behavior are 
associated with the achievement of objective and subjective career success (Erkovan, 2017; 
Franzen & Hangartner, 2006; Wolff & Moser, 2009). Among job-seekers, higher levels of 
networking are associated with more job offers, and shorter durations of unemployment (Bian et 
al., 2015; Van Hoye et al., 2009; Wanberg et al., 2000; Yakubovich, 2005). Research suggests 
that simply having a broad set of personal and professional contacts is not necessarily helpful; 
such contacts must be actively cultivated and leveraged if they are to have a positive impact on 
career outcomes (Obukhova & Lan, 2013).  
Statement of the Problem 
  Networking is an important career development competency, particularly for job-seekers, 
because many job openings are filled through employee referrals, often without ever being 
publicly advertised, comprising what is referred to as the hidden job market (Carillo-Tudela et 
al., 2015; Crispin & Mehler, 2013; Hansen, 2013). According to one study, 42% of monthly 
hires occurred at firms that did not report vacancies (Davis et al., 2013). Such trends were 
recognized by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) as early as 2004, according to the 
Occupational Outlook Quarterly from that year, which stated: “Employers fill the majority of 
job openings through the unadvertised, hidden job market; almost all job openings are announced 
through word-of-mouth” (Jones, 2004). This phenomenon suggests that many job opportunities 
may be available only to those who are well connected, underscoring the importance of 
networking in order to learn about job opportunities. 






  The prevalence of the hidden job market is representative of broader changes to the 
nature of career development over the last several decades. The increased frequency of layoffs, 
and associated declines in job security, have given rise to careers that transcend single 
organizations (Arthur & Rousseau, 2001; Hall et al., 2018). At the same time, organizations have 
shifted the burden of responsibility for career management onto the employee (Briscoe & Hall, 
2006; Lyness & Erkovan, 2015; Sullivan & Arthur, 2006), emphasizing the importance of career 
self-management, which refers to the need for individuals to be self-directed in their career 
development, and to engage proactively in behaviors such as career exploration and proactive 
job-search (Hall et al., 2018; Lent & Brown, 2013; Lent, 2013). Networking is particularly 
critical in this context because it provides individuals with a way to carry out career self-
management, facilitating the shift toward inter-organizational mobility. In many ways, the 
hidden job market is a tangible example of why career self-management is so important in 
today’s environment. Research focused on how to motivate people to engage in more frequent 
networking behaviors is relevant and timely.    
Job-loss impacts large numbers of people in the U.S. labor force, when the economy is 
weak, but also when it is strong. During the first quarter of 2020, before the pandemic, the 
economy was very strong. Still, an average of 2.7 million jobs were lost per month; an average of 
5.8 million people were unemployed each month, and the average duration of unemployment 
was 21 weeks (BLS, 2020). During the first five months of 2021, as the economy reopened from 
the pandemic-induced shutdown, an average of 6.4 million jobs were lost per month; an average 
of 9.8 million people were unemployed each month, and the average duration of unemployment 
was 28 weeks (BLS, 2021). At any given point in time, millions of Americans may need to 
search for a job, and it can take time to find one. These raw numbers help illustrate the number 






individuals that stand to benefit from research focused on helping people with the job-search 
process, and networking specifically.  
 Furthermore, large numbers of people in the U.S. labor force are underutilized. In 
addition to tracking official unemployment, the BLS tracks persons employed part-time for 
economic reasons, which means they want to work full-time, but can only find part-time work, 
and persons marginally attached to the workforce, which means that they are not currently 
working, but would like to work. These individuals searched for work at some point in the prior 
12 months, but not within the prior 4 weeks. Both sets of individuals are excluded from official 
unemployment statistics because they are not considered actively searching for employment 
according to the BLS definition of active job-search.  
  During the first quarter of 2020, when the economy was very strong, an average of 1.4 
million people were marginally attached to the labor force each month, and 4.3 million people 
were working part-time for economic reasons (BLS, 2020). During the first five months of 2021, 
as the economy began reopening, an average of 1.9 million people were marginally attached to 
the labor force, and 5.7 million people were working part-time for economic reasons (BLS, 
2021). These raw numbers help further illustrate how many people stand to benefit from research 
focused on helping people with job-search, and networking specifically. And these numbers do 
not even include people that enter the labor market each year for the first time, or individuals that 
are employed but looking for a different job at any given point in time.  
Despite the clear importance of networking, it is an underutilized job-search strategy (de 
Janasz & Forret, 2008; Wanberg et al., 2012; Anand & Conger, 2007). According to data 
collected through the Current Population Survey (CPS), among unemployed job-seekers, the 
most common job-search methods, cited by 60% of job-seekers, were sending out resumes, and 






completing traditional job applications (BLS, 2018, Table 34), methods which may no longer be 
effective in the context of the current career environment. The majority of job-seekers reported 
relying on traditional job-search methods, while only 20% cited networking with personal 
contacts as one of their job-search approaches (BLS, 2018, Table 34). Without networking, job-
seekers are unlikely to learn about the many jobs that are part of the hidden job market.  
  There is a clear, pragmatic need for research addressing the fact that networking is an 
underutilized job-search strategy, particularly among those who may benefit from it most. To 
date, limited research has explored how to foster networking behavior (Forret, 2014; Spurk et al., 
2015), which is problematic. And while a strong labor market likely helps people to find re-
employment more quickly than in a weak labor market, time to re-employment might be 
improved further if more job-seekers engaged in effective networking behaviors. Moreover, 
since prior research has indicated that job-seekers that find their jobs through networking tend to 
report greater job-satisfaction and person-job fit (Forret, 2014), re-employment quality could 
also be improved if people engaged in greater networking. In sum, networking is a critical job-
search strategy, and millions of people are engaged in job-search at any given point in time; but 
networking is an underutilized job-search strategy, and research focused on how to foster 
networking is timely.  
The Proposed Research 
  The goal of this research was to explore whether brief interventions focused on 
networking motivation could foster networking behavior. Two empirically supported 
perspectives of how to motivate people were selected as theoretical foundations for this research, 
each of which is outlined briefly below.  
 First, a networking intervention based on Social-Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT; Lent, 






Brown, & Hackett, 1994; Lent & Brown, 2013) should be effective at increasing networking 
behavior. SCCT suggests that behavior is influenced predominantly by individuals’ self-efficacy, 
defined as individuals’ confidence in their ability to effectively engage in a particular behavior, 
and by their outcome expectations, the degree to which they believe they will experience valued 
benefits if they engage in the behavior. SCCT is a widely studied framework in the career 
development literature, guiding research on topics such as career decision-making, career 
exploration, and job-search (Lent et al., 2016, 2017; Lim et al., 2016). To my knowledge, SCCT 
has not been applied specifically to the study of networking behavior. In this research, I applied 
this theory to networking, such that self-efficacy refers to individuals’ networking self-efficacy, 
or the extent to which they are confident in their ability to effectively engage in networking 
behaviors. Similarly, outcome expectations refer to individuals’ networking outcome 
expectations, or the extent to which they anticipate experiencing positive benefits from 
networking. SCCT suggests that to motivate a specific type of behavior, such as networking, 
interventions should focus foremost on increasing networking self-efficacy and networking 
outcome expectations. 
  Second, a networking intervention based on Goal-Setting Theory (GST; Locke & 
Latham, 1990, 2002; Latham & Locke, 1991, 2006) should be effective at increasing networking 
behavior. GST suggests that behavior is primarily influenced by individuals’ goals, defined as 
the extent to which the individual has clear, specific objectives to engage in a particular behavior 
in the near future (Locke & Latham, 2002). GST is borrowed from the broader motivation 
literature. I applied it to the networking context, such that goals refer to individuals’ networking 
goals, or the extent to which they have clear, specific objectives to engage in networking 
behaviors in the near future. GST suggests that to motivate a specific type of behavior, such as 






networking, interventions should focus foremost on teaching individuals how to set effective 
networking goals.  
  There is conceptual overlap between SCCT and GST, and the theories have been 
discussed in conjunction, stirring some controversy in the literature. However, this research was 
focused on the application of the core tenets of each of the individual theories, rather than on 
their similarities, differences, or potential points of integration or contradiction. 
  I propose two novel networking interventions, one based on core tenets of SCCT, and the 
other based on core tenets of GST, and contrast these with two control conditions, one focused 
on providing information about networking (without a motivational lens), and the other focused 
broadly on career self-management rather than specifically on networking. Participants were 
randomly assigned to undergo one of these four conditions and completed measures of 
networking self-efficacy, networking outcome expectations, networking plans, and networking 
intentions. I compared the effects of each of the interventions on the measures of networking 
self-efficacy, networking outcome expectations, networking plans, networking intentions, and 
actual network use. 
  The intervention materials were novel because they were developed based on principles 
of Wise psychological intervention. While standard career development interventions tend to rely 
on in-person workshops, often spanning multiple hours or days, delivered to small groups (Liu et 
al., 2014; Whiston et al., 2013), Wise interventions are novel because they consist of short 
activities, lasting only a matter of minutes, providing a framework to deliver interventions at 
scale, through online, remote administration. Moreover, traditional career development 
interventions tend to target change in either skills (e.g., knowledge of how to network) or 
situations (e.g., opportunities to network). Such interventions might be ineffective if they fail to 






address the underlying beliefs or attitudes that are the actual psychological source of a particular 
behavioral issue (Liu et al., 2014; Walton, 2014; Walton & Wilson, 2018). In contrast, Wise 
interventions adopt the perspective that behavior is largely determined by psychology: what 
individuals think and feel (Bandura, 1986; Dweck, 2006; Ross & Nisbett, 1991; Weiner, 1985). 
As a result, they are novel because they target individuals’ thoughts, beliefs, and attitudes. 
  This research informs both research and practice in the domain of networking. It builds 
upon SCCT and GST by applying them to the new domain of networking. For instance, the 
concept of networking self-efficacy is not a construct within the existing literature on SCCT, nor 
is the construct of networking goals a construct within the existing GST literature. These 
constructs represent new theoretical applications of core SCCT and GST concepts. The study 
also provides methodological advances in networking research through the development of novel 
interventions to improve networking behaviors. As limited research has explored how 
networking behavior can be fostered (Forret, 2014; Spurk et al., 2015), the novel intervention 
materials that I developed for this study represent a contribution to the career development and 
networking literatures. Finally, from a practical standpoint, the knowledge gained from this 
research may be applied to directly help individuals to engage in more frequent and effective 
networking behavior. It may be applied broadly by educators, counselors, and career coaches, to 
help millions of job-seekers to overcome motivational barriers to networking. 
  In the forthcoming sections, I expand on these ideas by reviewing the relevant literature 
in greater detail.  Then, I describe the methodology used to collect data aimed at advancing 
knowledge of how researchers and practitioners can foster networking behavior. I begin with an 
overview of three related concepts: personal networks, social capital, and networking, followed 
by a review of the benefits of networking in the context of job-search. Then, I review the Social-






Cognitive Career Theory (Lent et al., 1994; Lent & Brown, 2013) and Goal-Setting Theory 
(Locke & Latham, 2002) literatures, which together provide the theoretical backdrop for the 
proposed research. These theories were selected because they provide compelling and reasonable 
explanations about what motivates people to engage in specific behaviors, and these explanations 
may be applied to the development of intervention materials to foster networking behavior. I 
review each theory, apply it to networking, identify theory-specific intervention 
recommendations, which I later apply to the development of two different sets of networking 
intervention materials, and develop hypotheses that I test empirically.  
Literature Review 
I begin with a review of personal networks, social capital, and networking. An 
understanding of the similarities and differences between these constructs is important 
conceptual grounding for this research. 
Networks, Social Capital, and Networking                
Personal Networks and Social Capital 
  A personal network constitutes the full range of individuals that a person is connected to, 
either directly, or through other people (Marin & Wellman, 2011; Seibert et al., 2001). It can 
include friends, family members, work colleagues, mentors, personal and professional 
acquaintances, and an array of other types of relationships (Baruch & Bozionelos, 2011). The 
primary benefit of a personal network is that it is a source of information and other types of 
resources. Granovetter (1970, 1973) conducted seminal research on the role that a personal 
network can play in the labor market. He interviewed a sample of job-changers and found that 
those who found a new job through a network contact tended to have learned about the job 
opportunity through acquaintances (i.e., old friends, former colleagues, friends of friends) rather 
than through close friends or family. This insight served as one foundation for the concept of 






social capital, defined as the resources and benefits available to an individual through his or her 
personal and professional relationships, such as information, professional development 
opportunities, and social influence. Social capital can help facilitate both objective and subject 
career success (Seibert et al., 2001).  
  Individuals’ personal network can consist of various types of interpersonal relationships, 
due to differences in interaction frequency and type of interaction with different people. For 
instance, personal networks can contain strong ties and weak ties. Strong ties refer to 
interpersonal relationships that develop through frequent or emotionally intense interactions (or 
both) and are exemplified by relationships with close friends, close co-workers, and family 
members. By definition, the development of strong ties requires greater investment of time and 
energy, than does the cultivation of a weak tie. Strong ties tend to be particularly beneficial 
during times of career exploration, when coping with stress, and when faced with decision-
making, because such activities benefit from intense personal disclosure (Van Hoye et al., 2009; 
Brown & Konrad, 2001).  
  By contrast, weak ties refer to interpersonal relationships that tend to arise from 
infrequent interactions, or through frequent interactions that are more superficial in nature, and 
are exemplified by colleagues-of-colleagues, friends-of-friends, and other more casual 
acquaintances (Granovetter, 1973; Seibert et al., 2001; Burt, 1992). In essence, Granovetter 
(1970, 1973) found that job-seekers were more likely to secure a new job through a weak tie than 
through a strong tie. By definition, the development of a weak tie requires a lesser investment of 
time and energy than does the cultivation of a strong tie. Weak ties are beneficial because they 
can provide access to new, timely, non-redundant information, access to unique referrals and 
novel sources of influence, and to differing worldviews and resources (Granovetter, 1973; 






Seibert et al., 2001; Burt, 1992). Weak ties can be particularly valuable for connecting people 
from or across different social groups or social statuses. As a result, weak ties are particularly 
beneficial for securing information about job leads (Brown & Konrad, 2001; Granovetter, 1973; 
Seibert et al., 2001; Van Hoye et al., 2009). Weak ties are not better than strong ties; they simply 
provide different kinds of benefits. This discussion of strong and weak ties simply illustrates that 
there can be variability within individuals’ network, such that he or could have both strong 
relationships and weak relationships within his or her network, and that these different types of 
relationships can serve different purposes (Burt, 1992; Seibert et al., 2001). Next, I discuss 
networking. 
Networking 
  Following Granovetter’s seminal research on the role of personal networks in the job-
search process, researchers started to investigate personal networking, defined as the behavioral 
process of initiating, developing, maintaining, and leveraging personal relationships in pursuit of 
career goals (Wolff & Moser, 2009). The development and mobilization of personal networks 
and associated social capital are primary mechanisms through which networking behaviors 
transmit career-related benefits (Morrison, 2002; Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2005). Research indicated 
that many people report finding their jobs through networking (Wanberg et al., 2000, 2012) and 
this is consistent across cultures, with evidence stemming from reaches as diverse as Eastern 
Europe, Western Europe, South America, Australia, New Zealand, and China (Bian et al., 2015; 
Franzen & Hangartner, 2006; Yakubovich, 2005). Among job-seekers, higher levels of 
networking during job search have been associated with receipt of larger numbers of job offers 
(Obukhova & Lan, 2013; Van Hoye et al., 2009) and with shorter durations of unemployment 
(Franzen & Hangartner, 2006; Wanberg et al., 2000). Myriad studies of employed persons found 






positive associations between networking and subjective career satisfaction (Bozionelos, 2003, 
2008; Erkovan, 2017; Forret & Dougherty, 2004; Forret & McCallum, 2010; Wolff & Moser, 
2009) as well as more objective career outcomes, such as job performance evaluations, 
compensation, and promotions (Blickle et al., 2012; Bozionelos, 2008; Brown & Konrad, 2001; 
Forret & McCallum, 2010; Forret & Dougherty, 2004; Thompson, 2005; Wolff & Moser, 2009). 
It is important to note that some research has distinguished having a broad network from actually 
developing and leveraging a broad network (e.g., Obukhova & Lan, 2013). The career 
development and job-search benefits of having a network may be limited if an individual does 
not actively engage his or her network for help. Nevertheless, networking is particularly 
important today, perhaps more so than in past decades.  
  Because careers transcend organizations, employers have less incentive to assume the 
responsibility for employees’ career management. As noted earlier, the increased frequency of 
layoffs, and associated declines in job security, have given rise to careers that transcend 
individual organizations (Arthur & Rousseau, 2001). At the same time, organizations have 
shifted the burden of responsibility for career management onto the employee (Briscoe & Hall, 
2006; Lyness & Erkovan, 2015; Sullivan & Arthur, 2006). Despite record low unemployment, 
millions of people still lose their jobs each month, and at any given point in time, millions of 
people must engage in job-search (Hall et al., 2018; Lent, 2013; Lyness & Erkovan, 2015; Wang 
& Wanberg, 2017). These changes imply that increasing numbers of people will be forced to 
engage in the job-search process, and with greater frequency than in the past. While formal 
professional career services do exist, such as college career centers, private career coaches, and 
corporate-sponsored outplacement services, individuals have differential access to these 
resources. For instance, the quality of services available to any given individual is likely to vary 






greatly between people. A student at College A might have access to better on-campus career 
development resources than a student College B. An employee laid off at Company Y might 
have access to outplacement services, while an employee laid off at Company Z might not. Yet, 
no one is immune to the need to self-manage their career in today’s volatile environment, which 
suggests a need for career development tools and strategies to help large numbers of people in a 
reliable and consistent manner. One of the benefits of networking is that it can function as a 
proxy for many of the benefits of traditional, formal career management resources, providing 
many of the benefits that used to be provided by employers and which may differ from person to 
person. 
  The job-search benefits of networking also appear to go beyond the benefits of more 
traditional career development approaches, such as job fairs, classified ads, interest inventories, 
career databases, and formal job applications. Networking is critical because it provides 
individuals with a strategy for self-managing their career in a way that facilitates the shift toward 
inter-organizational mobility. Moreover, as mentioned earlier, many job openings are filled 
without ever being publicly advertised, comprising what is referred to as the hidden job market 
(Carillo-Tudela et al., 2015; Crispin & Mehler, 2013). These job opportunities may be available 
only to those who are well connected, underscoring the importance of networking. Networking 
also provides a variety of additional benefits to job-seekers, which are reviewed next. 
Job-Search Benefits of Networking     
  Several models of the job-search process have been proposed (Barber et al., 1994; 
Soelberg, 1967; Schwab et al., 1987; Blau et al., 1994; Van Hooft et al., 2013; Saks & Ashforth, 
2002). Despite their differences, these models tend to have a consistent view of the job-search as 
a dynamic, goal-oriented, process. Generally, this process is described as a series of self-






managed stages, beginning with preparation, followed by active search, and then decision-
making, based on results of the job-search. The individual seeking a job must cycle, and 
sometimes recycle, through each of these stages. The job-search stages are discussed below, 
along with the benefits of networking at each stage. This perspective helps to clarify how the 
potential benefits of networking differ by job-search stage, and underscores the value of 
networking in this process. 
Benefits of Networking During Job-Search Preparation 
  The initial stage of the job-search process is generally viewed as exploratory or 
preparatory, involving activities such as personal reflection, information gathering, planning, and 
goal-setting (Blau et al., 1994; Van Hooft et al., 2013). At this stage, networking can foster 
personal reflection, which can help job-seekers to sort through their interests and what they 
value, and can help them start to identify job possibilities that are aligned to their needs (Franzen 
& Hangartner, 2006; Inkson & Arthur, 2001). During this stage, individuals can also benefit 
from networking as a way to gather information about jobs in particular organizations or 
industries, or as a way to get referrals to additional sources of timely and relevant information 
(Cross & Sproull, 2004). It is during the exploratory phase that networking can also aid 
professional development by helping individuals to gather information about the competencies 
they will need to develop to be successful in a particular labor market, especially if that field or 
industry is changing (Briscoe & Hall, 2006; Forret, 2014; Hall, 2002). Moreover, networking can 
also be used as a way to gather another form of information: developmental feedback (Forret, 
2014). Furthermore, an individual can also leverage networking for help with resume review and 
interview preparation, rehearsing possible questions and answers. In addition, they could also 
seek introductions to job incumbents as a way to prepare for interviews, and as a way to raise 






interview self-efficacy and reduce interview anxiety (Liu et al., 2014). Relatedly, networking can 
be leveraged during career exploration to develop or solidify career plans and job-search goals, 
helping job-seekers to clarify their interests, and breaking down the job-search process from a 
potentially ambiguous and overwhelming task, into specific, actionable steps (Inkson & Arthur, 
2001; Wolff & Moser, 2009).  
Benefits of Networking During Active Job-Search 
  During the second stage of job-search, individuals shift from preparation to active pursuit 
of job opportunities (Blau et al., 1994; Saks, 2005; Van Hooft et al., 2013), submitting resumes 
and job applications, and going on job interviews. It is during this stage of job-search that 
networking can be beneficial for its capacity to provide information about actual job leads (Liu et 
al., 2014; Van Hoye et al., 2009; Forret, 2014) and as a source of new ideas, perspectives, and 
solutions to job-search problems (Cross & Sproull, 2004; de Janasz & Forret, 2008; Kim & 
Fernandez, 2017; Levin et al., 2011). During the active job-search stage, networking can benefit 
job seekers by helping them develop effective job-search skills, such as ideas for how to obtain 
job leads, how to contact firms, and how to best fill out applications (Liu et al., 2014). Relatedly, 
networking can aid active job-search by helping individuals with their self-presentation skills, 
such as how to refine their resume, or how to prepare for an interview (Liu et al., 2014). During 
active job-search, individuals can also benefit from networking with influential contacts in their 
network that might be able to help the individual to secure an interview, or even help by 
championing individuals’ application through the selection process (Baruch & Bozionelos, 
2011). Moreover, during active job-search, individuals are often faced with stress and setbacks. 
At this stage, networking can provide emotional support and encouragement, fostering job-
search confidence, and aiding effective coping and stress management (Cross & Sproull, 2004; 






Liu et al., 2014; Forret, 2014). Together, such benefits can help sustain individuals’ effort and 
persistence in the job-search process, which is notoriously challenging and stressful. Job-seekers 
often receive limited actionable feedback during their job-search (Liu et al., 2014; Wanberg, 
2012) but through networking, they can gather diagnostic feedback about the effectiveness of 
their ongoing job-search activities, and can determine whether they need to alter their approach 
(Van Hooft et al., 2013).  
Benefits of Networking During Job-Search Decision-Making 
  The third stage in the typical job-search process that can benefit from networking is the 
deliberation or decision-making stage, which involves evaluating alternatives and making 
choices. Again, networking can be beneficial at this stage for its capacity to aid problem-solving, 
and for its capacity to provide alternative perspectives (Cross & Sproull, 2004; de Janasz & 
Forret, 2008; Levin et al., 2011; Kim & Fernandez, 2017; Lin, 2008). At this stage, weak ties 
may help provide a “reality check” through different, external, or bigger-picture perspectives. 
During this third stage, networking can also be of benefit to job-seekers as a way to gain 
validation about a decision that they have already made (Cross & Sproull, 2004), such as 
whether to take a particular job offer. Networking can also help job applicants weigh costs and 
benefits of particular job offers. Furthermore, networking can help to boost individuals’ 
confidence in his or her ability to make career-related decisions, such as which of several job 
offers to accept.  
 Given the clear value of networking during each stage of job-search, and the increasing 
frequency at which people engage in job-search in today’s environment, it seems logical that 
people would want to engage in networking to reap the associated benefits. However, many 
people either do not engage in networking behaviors at all, or do so infrequently relative to other 






job-search methods (Anand & Conger, 2007; BLS, 2018; de Janasz & Forret, 2008; Wanberg et 
al., 2000, 2012). This has the potential to limit their employability and career opportunities, and 
raises important questions about why many people apparently fail to engage networking 
altogether, or do not engage in enough networking.  
  While this review focuses on the benefits of networking at different stages of job-search, 
it is important to note that the benefits of networking during job-search preparation, active job-
search, and job-search decision-making are by no means limited to active job-seekers or 
unemployed persons. Given the precarious nature of work today, networking represents a 
tangible way for all individuals to proactively manage their career, engage in career self-
management, and prepare for potential untoward career events, regardless of employment status. 
  Next, I review two theoretical frameworks which provide perspectives on why some 
people be more motivated than others to pursue networking opportunities: Social-Cognitive 
Career (SCCT) and Goal-Setting Theory (GST).  
Social-Cognitive Career Theory 
  Social-Cognitive Theory (SCT; Bandura, 1986, 2001, 2006) presents a comprehensive 
view of human motivation and behavior, suggesting that people are not simply reactive 
organisms shaped by their environment or inner impulses. According to Bandura (2006), “human 
functioning is a product of a reciprocal interplay of intrapersonal, behavioral, and environmental 
determinants” (p. 165). Core to SCT is the concept of human agency, our unique ability to 
engage in purposeful and intentional action, made possible by our capacity for forethought and 
self-regulation (Bandura, 2001).  
  Social-Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT; Lent, Hackett, & Brown, 1994; Lent & Brown, 
2013) developed as a formal application of general Social-Cognitive Theory to the literature on 






career development. According to SCCT, the human capacities for forethought, intentional 
action, and self-reflection enable individuals to participate actively in their own career 
development, through career exploration, career planning, proactive job-search, and other 
adaptive career behaviors (Lent et al., 1994; Lent & Brown, 2013). SCCT was initially focused 
on questions related to career content, such as understanding the development of individuals’ 
career interests and vocational choices, and predicting job performance and satisfaction 
following career entry. Lent, Hackett, and Brown (1994) identified three social-cognitive 
constructs as critical to individuals’ career development: self-efficacy, outcome expectations, 
and intentions. Each of these constructs is first described broadly within the SCCT framework, 
and then applied to the context of networking.  
  Self-efficacy is defined as individuals’ judgments about his or her abilities to execute the 
actions required to accomplish specific types of performance (Bandura, 1986). An individual 
with high self-efficacy for a particular behavior would believe that he or she can perform that 
behavior effectively, while an individual with low self-efficacy would not. Self-efficacy is 
conceptualized as domain-specific, or unique to a particular skill or behavior (Lent & Brown, 
2013), rather than a global self-assessment of one’s abilities (i.e., generalized efficacy). For 
instance, SCCT views a person’s self-efficacy about his or her ability to pursue a career in 
medicine or law as theoretically unrelated to that same person’s self-efficacy about his or her 
ability to successfully learn computer programming. Lent et al. (1994) initially referred to self-
efficacy as one’s confidence about their ability to pursue a particular interest in a vocational 
context, such as one’s confidence in their ability to pursue a career in math or science.  
  A core premise of SCT and SCCT is that efficacy beliefs are a fundamental driver of 
human agency, impacting cognition, affect, and behavior (Bandura, 1986, 1991). For instance, 






people who have high confidence in their ability to successfully perform activities related to 
math or science should be more likely to think about math and science activities as opportunities 
to pursue success, which could influence their interest in actually pursuing math and science 
activities. Moreover, people who have high confidence in their ability to successfully perform 
math and science activities should feel more positively about math and science, which should 
lead them to persist and persevere at those activities, even when faced with challenges or 
setbacks. Furthermore, people who have high confidence in their ability to successfully perform 
math and science activities should also be more likely to act in accordance with those beliefs; 
they should be more likely to actually pursue math and science activities, such as advanced 
coursework, or jobs that require those skills. Self-efficacy is also positioned in SCCT as 
influencing outcome expectations, which are discussed next.  
 Outcome expectations refer to individuals’ beliefs about the potential results or 
consequences of engaging in a particular action or behavior. They are important because people 
are more likely to pursue a particular form of action if they believe that doing so will lead to a 
desirable result. Positive expectations about the outcomes of a particular behavior should lead to 
greater interest in performing that behavior, as well as investment of effort and persistence at the 
behavior, to achieve the valued outcome. Lent et al. (1994) referred to outcome expectations as 
one’s beliefs about the positive or negative consequences of choosing to pursue a particular 
interest in a vocational context, such as one’s beliefs about the potential outcomes of pursuing a 
career in math or science. Self-efficacy refers to the question of “can I do X?” while outcome 
expectations refer to the question of “what will happen if I do X?” Like self-efficacy, outcome 
expectations are positioned as domain-specific, rather than global (Lent et al., 2013). If someone 
perceives that they can do something effectively, such as perform well at math and science 






activities (i.e., high self-efficacy), but do not anticipate that it will lead to a valued outcome, such 
as financial benefit (i.e., negative outcome expectations), then they might avoid pursuing it. 
Relatedly, if someone anticipates that a particular course of action, such as pursuing a career in 
math and science, will lead to a valued outcome, such as personal fulfilment (i.e., positive 
outcome expectations), but that person doubts their abilities to accomplish the action (i.e., low 
self-efficacy) then the individual might also avoid pursuing a career in math or science if they 
feel it will not be an effective investment of their time, effort, or energy. SCCT theorizes that 
outcome expectations and self-efficacy jointly influence intentions, discussed below.  
  Intentions are characterized by SCCT as the degree to which an individual makes plans to 
engage in a specific activity or behavior (Lent et al., 1994), such as to pursue a career in math or 
science. They operate through the human capacities for forethought, to symbolically represent 
desired future outcomes, and to react to their own behavior based on feedback (Latham & Locke, 
2006). Consistent with other psychological process models of human behavior (e.g., Ajzen, 
1991), SCCT suggests that intentions are an important proximal antecedent of behavior. SCCT 
suggests that individuals’ self-efficacy and outcome expectations jointly impact intentions, 
which then influence behavior. 
From Career Content to Career Process 
  There is considerable support for the SCCT content models. Yet, a 2013 paper by two of 
SCCT’s lead authors noted that to date, the focus of SCCT has primarily been on individuals’ 
career “destinations” or “where people end up,” with less attention paid to the career “journey” 
(Lent & Brown, 2013). In recognition of broad-based changes to the nature of work, and careers, 
these authors proposed an extension of the SCCT framework. Rather than focusing on the 
content aspects of career development (i.e., interests, choice, performance, satisfaction), an 






updated version of the SCCT model applies the same social-cognitive constructs to career 
process, or the degree to which people play an active role in a particular aspect of their own 
career development (Lent & Brown, 2013; Liu et al., 2014). This additional SCCT model is 
termed the Career Self-Management Model (SCCT-CSM; Lent & Brown, 2013, Figure 1). The 
development of this extension was based on the realization that in today’s career environment, 
individuals play a greater role in proactively managing their own career development, through 
behaviors such as career exploration, career planning, and proactive job-search. To date, research 
investigating the validity of the SCCT-CSM framework has generally been supportive of the 
model’s core tenets in the context of behaviors such as career decision-making, active job-
search, and career exploration (Lim et al., 2016; Lent et al., 2016, 2017). Next, I apply SCCT to 
the context of networking during job-search. 
Application of SCCT to Networking and Networking Intervention 
  In their introduction of the SCCT-CSM model, Lent and Brown (2013) briefly mentioned 
networking as one of many career development behaviors that could benefit from research that 
takes an SCCT approach. However, to my knowledge, no research has explored this idea 
explicitly. The SCCT framework has been an effective framework for studying job-search 
broadly, which includes networking as one of several key behaviors. Measures of job-search 
behavior typically include one or two items about networking, and average across all job-search 
items to get an overall composite score for job-search behavior (e.g., Blau et al., 1994). 
However, to my knowledge, no research to date has investigated the validity of the SCCT 
framework applied specifically to networking. Yet, there is reason to believe that SCCT could be 
an effective model for understanding why some people engage in more frequent networking 
behaviors than other people. In the context of the present research, self-efficacy refers to 






networking self-efficacy, or individuals’ confidence in his or her ability to effectively engage in 
networking behaviors; outcome expectations refer to networking outcome expectations, or 
individuals’ beliefs about the benefits to be gained by engaging in networking behaviors, and 
intentions refer to networking intentions, or the extent to which an individual plans to invest time 
and effort in networking behaviors in the near future.  
  People with higher self-efficacy toward a particular activity tend to also have greater 
interest in the activity (Lent et al., 1994). As a result, people with higher networking self-efficacy 
should have greater interest in networking. People with higher self-efficacy toward a particular 
task tend to set more ambitious intentions for themselves with respect to the task, tend to (a) be 
more committed to their intentions, (b) invest greater effort and persistence, and (c) find and use 
better task strategies to attain their goals (Bandura, 1989; Locke & Latham, 1990; Locke et al., 
1984; Latham et al., 1994; Wood & Seijts & Latham, 2001). Thus, people with higher 
networking self-efficacy should be more likely to engage in networking behavior because they 
should set higher networking intentions, be more committed to their networking intentions, 
dedicate greater effort to networking, persist at networking, plan more effectively how to engage 
in networking, and identify more effective networking strategies. The converse should be true for 
people with lower networking self-efficacy. Moreover, people who have more positive outcome 
expectations about a particular behavior believe that there are benefits to performing the 
behavior, and such perceptions make it more likely that the individual will want to perform the 
behavior in order to gain the anticipated outcome. Thus, individuals with more positive 
networking outcome expectations should set higher intentions to engage in more frequent 
networking, leading them to actually do so. Again, the reverse should be true for people with less 
positive networking outcome expectations. For reference, I depict the SCCT model of 






networking in Figure 1. Research by Erkovan (2017) found that people who have not changed 
jobs recently were less likely to report engaging in networking behavior. One reason that people 
may have low networking self-efficacy or low networking outcome expectations is due to lack of 
job-search experience. 
 SCCT’s primary recommendation for networking intervention is to target networking 
self-efficacy and networking outcome expectations, because doing so should in turn influence 
networking intentions and actual networking behavior (see Figure 3). SCCT provides general 
recommendations regarding how networking self-efficacy and networking outcome expectations 
might be fostered. In line with Bandura’s general Social-Cognitive Theory, SCCT posits that 
self-efficacy can be increased through a focus on mastery, modeling, persuasion, and arousal 
reduction, and that outcome expectations can be increased by demonstrating the benefits of a 
particular course of action (Lent & Brown, 2013). Prior research provides empirical support for 
these constructs as antecedents of various career-related forms of self-efficacy and outcome 
expectations, and confirms that specific career-related forms of self-efficacy and outcome 
expectations (e.g., career decision-making self-efficacy, job-search outcome expectations) can be 
fostered through interventions focused on these antecedents (Lent et al., 2017; Sheu et al., 2015; 
Liu et al., 2014). 
  Mastery. First, SCCT proposes that interventions should focus on targeting perceptions 
of mastery which is defined as prior experience successfully performing a task. When an 
individual realizes that he or she can successfully perform a behavior, it directly fosters 
confidence in their ability to perform that behavior again in the future. Career development 
research provides empirical evidence in support of this proposition; intervention efforts focused 
on helping individuals develop a sense of mastery can effectively promote career-related forms 






of self-efficacy (Campbell & Hackett, 1986; Hackett & Campbell, 1987; Hackett et al., 1990; 
Luzzo et al., 1999). Thus, a primary SCCT networking intervention recommendation is to focus 
on increasing individuals’ sense of networking mastery, which should influence their networking 
self-efficacy, and in turn, their networking intentions and behaviors. Sense of networking 
mastery might be fostered by helping individuals to break down what may feel to them like a 
complex or ambiguous task, into clear, specific actionable tactics or strategies that feel simple, 
tangible, and manageable (Lent et al., 2017). Furthermore, networking mastery might also be 
fostered by helping individuals to reflect on past success engaging in specific networking 
behaviors (Lent et al., 2017). Moreover, sense of networking mastery might be fostered through 
barrier management (Lent, 2013), the process of thinking through obstacles that could get in the 
way of networking, and then brainstorming strategies to overcome or remove the obstacles. 
  Modeling. Furthermore, SCCT proposes that interventions which provide individuals 
with opportunities to observe how others perform a particular behavior, referred to as vicarious 
learning or social modeling, are another effective method for increasing individuals’ confidence 
in their ability to perform that behavior (Lent & Brown, 2013). Career development research also 
provides evidence that interventions involving role-models and vicarious learning can effectively 
promote career-related forms of self-efficacy (Eden & Aviram, 1993; Luzzo et al., 1999; 
Rosenberg-Kima et al., 2008a, 2008b; Weisgram & Biger, 2006). Thus, a second SCCT 
networking intervention recommendation is to focus on modeling networking behaviors, also to 
foster networking self-efficacy, which should in turn increase networking intentions, and 
behaviors. As discussed in the section above on increasing networking mastery, networking self-
efficacy might be fostered by modeling for individuals examples of simple and specific 






networking behaviors that similar others have engaged in before, or by asking individuals to 
recall observations of similar others performing clear, tangible networking behaviors in the past.  
  Persuasion. Moreover, SCCT suggests that interventions which focus on persuasion or 
positive encouragement can also help individuals to develop confidence in their abilities (Lent & 
Brown, 2013). Career development studies provide empirical evidence that interventions that 
include persuasion and positive encouragement can effectively promote career-related forms of 
self-efficacy (Brown et al., 2010; Millman & Latham, 2001; Latham & Budworth, 2006; Luzzo 
& Taylor, 1994; Plant et al., 2009; Turner & Lapan, 2005; Yanar et al., 2009). Therefore, a third 
SCCT networking intervention recommendation is to provide networking encouragement in 
order to increase networking self-efficacy, which should in turn promote networking intentions, 
and behaviors. Networking self-efficacy might be fostered through encouraging language and 
messaging such as “networking is something that everyone can do,” “networking is simple and 
easy,” “we are confident that you can network,” and “others like you have networked 
successfully before, and so can you.” 
  Arousal Reduction. Additionally, SCCT suggests that interventions should aim to 
reduce negative arousal, a state characterized by alertness, vigilance, and avoidance. It has been 
proposed that if an individual associates a behavior, such as networking, with negative arousal, 
then they will likely avoid performing that behavior (Bandura, 1986). As a consequence, efforts 
to decrease negative physiological associations with the behavior should subsequently increase 
self-efficacy. To date, intervention research testing this theoretical proposition is limited. But, 
there is evidence that when individuals experience negative emotions while thinking about 
networking, they are less likely to engage in the behavior (Anand & Conger, 2007; Casciaro et 
al., 2014; de Janasz & Forret, 2008; Wanberg et al., 2000, 2012). As a result, a fourth SCCT 






networking intervention recommendation is to focus on decreasing any negative arousal 
associated with networking, in order to increase networking self-efficacy, and in turn increase 
networking intentions, and behaviors. Negative arousal associated with networking might be 
attenuated by framing networking in a way that minimizes stress and anxiety, or by providing 
individuals with information about networking that can reduce negative beliefs about the 
behavior. Examples might include statements such as “networking is about deepening existing 
relationships and cultivating new ones,” “networking is really about learning and gathering 
information from other people. It’s not just about asking people outright for a job,” “we know 
that networking can sometimes feel overwhelming,” and “it is okay if you do not feel particularly 
confident in your networking abilities; you can learn how to network effectively.” 
 Outcome Expectations. Lastly, SCCT proposes that the antecedents of outcome 
expectations are largely consistent with the antecedents of self-efficacy (Lent et al., 1994; Lent & 
Brown, 2013). Some empirical work in the career development literature provides support for 
this notion (Lent et al., 2017; Diegelman & Subich, 2001). Moreover, direct efforts to help 
individuals develop beliefs that a particular behavior leads to valuable outcomes should directly 
foster positive outcome expectations. Bandura (1989) argued that self-efficacy constitutes the 
most critical mechanism of personal agency, downplaying the importance of outcome 
expectations. However, the question of whether self-efficacy and outcome expectations are of 
equal importance may depend on the nature of a specific behavior or task. Lent et al. (1994) 
suggested that in situations where quality of performance guarantees a particular outcome, self-
efficacy may be the predominant causal factor, but when outcomes are only loosely tied to 
quality of performance, such as in career development contexts, outcome expectations may make 
independent contributions to motivation and behavior. This second view seems applicable to 






networking because it is a behavior within individuals’ control, yet, associated job-search 
outcomes are not within individuals’ control. Most intervention studies have focused on self-
efficacy. Direct experimental evidence of interventions fostering outcome expectations is less 
prevalent in the career development literature, and more theoretical in nature. However, a fifth 
SCCT intervention recommendation is to focus directly on highlighting the benefits of 
networking, in order to foster networking outcome expectations, which should also help foster 
greater networking intentions and behaviors. Networking outcome expectations might be 
fostered by providing individuals with information about compelling benefits of networking, 
asking individuals to reflect on benefits they themselves have experienced from networking in 
the past, or by asking individuals to reflect on benefits they know others like them have 
experienced from networking (e.g., “others like you have experienced these benefits and so will 
you.”). 
  Considerable theory and empirical work suggests that (a) career-related forms of self-
efficacy and outcome expectations are positively associated with intentions and behavior (Lent et 
al., 2016, 2017; Lim et al., 2016), and (b) career development interventions designed on the basis 
of SCCT, to enhance self-efficacy and outcome expectations, can be effective (Liu et al., 2014; 
Sheu et al., 2015). On the basis of the theory and findings reviewed, I anticipated that a 
networking intervention developed based on core tenets of SCCT, to target mastery, vicarious 
learning, persuasion, arousal reduction, and outcome expectations, would be an effective way to 
foster networking self-efficacy, intentions and behaviors. Intervention efforts that focus on more 
than one source of efficacy might be even more effective (Lent et al., 2017; Sheu et al., 2015) 
though this suggestion is primarily theoretical, as there have not been comparative studies to test 






the effectiveness of competing self-efficacy interventions. On the basis of the theory and findings 
reviewed, I hypothesized the following (also depicted in Figure 3).  
Hypothesis 1. Participants who undergo an SCCT intervention will report larger 
increases in (a) networking self-efficacy, (b) networking outcome expectations, and (c) 
networking intentions, than participants who are provided with information about 
networking (NIC), or information about general career self-management (CSMC).   
Hypothesis 2. Participants who undergo an SCCT intervention will report larger 
increases in (a) use of close network contacts, than participants who are provided with 
information about networking (NIC), or information about general career management 
(CSMC), through larger increases in (b) networking self-efficacy, (c) networking 
outcome expectations, and (d) networking intentions. 
Hypothesis 3. Participants who undergo an SCCT intervention will report larger 
increases in (a) use of distant network contacts, than participants who are provided with 
information about networking (NIC), or information about general career management 
(CSMC), through larger increases in (b) networking self-efficacy, (c) networking 
outcome expectations, and (d) networking intentions. 
Hypothesis 4. Participants who undergo an SCCT intervention will report larger 
increases in (a) use of new network contacts, than participants who are provided with 
information about networking (NIC), or information about general career management 
(CSMC), through larger increases in (b) networking self-efficacy, (c) networking 
outcome expectations, and (d) networking intentions. 
Goal-Setting Theory 






  A goal is a cognitive representation of a desired future state (Bandura & Locke, 2003). 
Setting a goal creates a discrepancy between individuals’ current state and desired state, resulting 
in motivation to resolve the discrepancy through action (Bandura & Locke, 2003; Gollwitzer, 
1999; Locke & Latham, 2002). Goal-Setting Theory (GST; Locke & Latham, 1990, 2002, 
Latham & Locke, 1991, 2006) was developed as a model of work motivation and workplace task 
performance, and extended into a broader model of self-regulation and self-management 
(Latham & Locke, 1991, 2006). Locke and Latham (2002) positioned goals as the simplest and 
most direct motivational explanation for why some people perform tasks more effectively than 
other people.  
  The extensive GST literature has produced two consistent findings. First, specific goals 
lead to higher performance than goals to “do your best.” Second, difficult, challenging goals lead 
to higher performance than easy goals. The GST literature suggests that specific, difficult goals 
are typically the most effective (Latham & Locke, 1991). These core findings have been 
replicated across more than 400 studies with more than 40,000 total participants, and generalize 
across task types, lab and field settings, sample types (students, managers, engineers, scientists), 
participant characteristics (gender, race/ethnicity) and cultures (Locke & Latham, 1990, 2002; 
Latham & Lee, 1986; Latham & Locke, 1991). Next, I review mechanisms underlying the 
association between goals and behavior.  
First, goals serve a directive function, narrowing individuals’ focus toward goal-relevant 
activities, and away from those that are goal irrelevant (Locke & Bryan, 1969; Locke & Latham, 
2002; Rothkopf & Billington, 1979). Specific goals are more effective at directing individuals 
than “do your best” goals because specific goals reduce ambiguity about what is to be attained 
and provide a clear definition of what constitutes acceptable performance (Mento et al., 1987; 






1990; Kernan & Lord, 1989; Mossholder, 1980; Locke et al., 1989). As Latham and Locke 
(1991) note, “vague goals are compatible with many different outcomes, including ones that are 
lower than the person’s actual best” (pp. 215).  
  Second, goals serve an energizing function, influencing how much effort an individual 
puts into a particular pursuit, and whether or not the individual persists at the task when faced 
with setbacks (Latham & Locke, 1991; Locke & Latham, 2002). Hard goals foster higher levels 
of effort and persistence because people typically adjust their effort to align with task difficulty 
(LaPorte & Nath, 1976; Bandura & Cervone, 1983; Bryan & Locke, 1967; Mento et al., 1987, 
1990; Kernan & Lord, 1989; Mossholder, 1980).  
Third, goals motivate the discovery and use of task-relevant strategies and goal-relevant 
knowledge (Locke & Latham, 1990, 2002). For instance, goals stimulate deliberate planning, 
lead people to automatically use acquired knowledge and skills, and when necessary, prompt 
individuals to develop and discover new knowledge and strategies to enable goal attainment 
(Wood & Locke, 1990; Latham & Kinne, 1974; Latham & Baldes, 1975; Smith et al., 1990). 
Next, expanding on these core GST findings, I review four additional characteristics of effective 
goal-setting from the GST literature.  
  First, individuals are more likely to attain their goals if they are committed to them 
(Locke & Latham, 1990, 2002). Second, goal-setting aids performance when goal pursuit is 
coupled with feedback, because feedback helps steer an individual toward goal attainment by 
telling an individual whether or not they need to adjust their behavior or approach to attain their 
goal (Latham & Locke, 1991). Third, the relationship between goals and performance is stronger 
for simpler (versus complex) tasks (Locke & Latham, 1990, Latham & Locke, 1991), and setting 
proximal, stepwise goals is a critical way to help people break down complex tasks into more 






manageable and less ambiguous steps (Latham & Seijts, 1999; Seijts & Latham, 2001). Fourth, 
when a task is novel or complex, then difficult performance goals can result in lower 
performance than the goal to “do your best,” because such performance goals can narrow 
attention so much that they can create stress and anxiety, which hinder acquisition of new 
knowledge and new strategies required for effective performance (Latham & Seijts, 1999; Seijts 
& Latham, 2001). Thus, when faced with novel or complex tasks, it is important that individuals 
set learning-oriented goals rather than performance goals, to enable adequate exploration and 
planning of goal pursuit, without the pressure and anxiety produced by a performance goal, 
which could, ironically, interfere with performance (Locke & Latham, 2006; Latham & Locke, 
1991). Next, I apply GST to the literature on networking.  
Application of GST to Networking and Networking Intervention 
  Locke and Latham (2002, 2006) suggest that goal-setting is an effective intervention 
strategy in any situation in which an individual has some degree of control over the outcome. 
However, in reviews of GST’s practical implications (e.g., Locke & Latham, 1990, 2002; 
Latham & Locke, 1991, 2006), there is little or no mention of application of GST to career 
development, and there has been a lack of application of GST to career-related intervention (Liu 
et al., 2014), and to networking specifically. Yet, GST is another theoretical perspective that 
might help to explain why some people perform networking behaviors more frequently or 
effectively than do other people. 
  First, since goal-setting helps direct individuals’ attention toward goal-relevant activities 
(Locke & Latham, 2002), individuals who set effective networking goals should be more likely 
to direct their attention toward networking behaviors than individuals that do not set networking 
goals. Second, since goal-setting promotes investment of effort and energy toward goal 






attainment (Locke & Latham, 2002), individuals who set effective networking goals should be 
more likely to invest effort and energy in networking behaviors than individuals that do not set 
networking goals, and should also persist and persevere when faced with networking challenges 
and setbacks. Third, because goal-setting leads to the identification of strategies that enable 
effective goal pursuit (Locke & Latham, 2002), individuals that set effective networking goals 
should be more likely to identify effective methods of networking than individuals that do not set 
networking goals. The process of identifying strategies may decrease ambiguity associated with 
how one might pursue his or her objectives, thereby increasing task-specific self-efficacy. 
Fourth, since goals foster task-relevant self-efficacy (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Latham, 
Winters, & Locke, 1991; Latham & Seijts, 1999; Seijts & Latham, 2001; Stock & Cervone, 
1990), individuals who set effective networking goals should in turn experience improvements in 
networking self-efficacy, and such improvements should translate into higher networking 
intentions and higher levels of networking behavior. Individuals that set effective networking 
goals, in particular specific and proximal networking goals, should subsequently report higher 
networking self-efficacy due to clarity that arises from setting these goals, which should help 
make networking feel more manageable. Proximal goals enable people to mentally break down a 
complex or ambiguous task so that it feels more manageable, which can improve individuals’ 
perceptions about their ability to complete the task (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Stock & Cervone, 
1990). And actually reaching a proximal goal enhances self-efficacy by fostering a sense of 
graded mastery along the path to achievement of the distal goal (Latham & Seijts, 1999; Stock & 
Cervone, 1990; Seijts & Latham, 2001). Fifth, goals also help people avoid procrastination by 
fostering action initiation (Gollwitzer, 1999), which means that effective networking goals 
should decrease procrastination of networking behavior.  






  As mentioned earlier, Erkovan (2017) found that people who have not changed jobs 
recently were less likely to report engaging in networking behaviors, suggesting that one reason 
people may not set networking goals is due to lack of job-search experience, or simply due to a 
lack of understanding about the importance of networking in the contemporary career 
environment. Individuals that do not set effective networking goals should be less likely to direct 
their attention toward networking behaviors, less likely to put effort and energy toward 
networking behaviors, less likely to identify effective networking strategies, less likely to 
experience networking self-efficacy, which would decrease engagement in networking 
behaviors. For reference, this GST model of networking is depicted in Figure 2.   
  GST’s primary recommendation for networking intervention is to help individuals to 
learn how to set effective networking goals – goals that are specific, moderately challenging, 
learning-oriented, proximal in nature, feedback-conducive, and characterized by commitment – 
because doing so should lead to greater networking strategies and tactics (i.e., networking plans), 
greater effort and persistence (i.e., networking intentions), and greater networking self-efficacy 
(Figure 4). In turn, helping individuals to set effective networking goals should lead to greater 
networking behaviors. There is considerable empirical support for GST such that specific, 
challenging, learning-oriented, and proximal goals are an effective way to motivate various types 
of behavior (Locke & Latham, 2002; Latham & Locke, 2006). Prior intervention studies based 
on the application of GST’s core findings, have been effective in a variety of contexts (e.g., 
Frayne & Latham, 1987; Frayne & Geringer, 1990; Latham & Frayne, 1989; Morin & Latham, 
2000). Moreover, several field experiments have found that GST interventions can improve 
various forms of behavior indirectly, through their influence on self-efficacy; these GST 
interventions increased individuals’ perception of their ability to influence their own behavior, 






which influenced their self-efficacy, and translated into actual improvements in behavior (Morin 
& Latham, 2000; Frayne & Geringer, 1990; Frayne & Latham, 1987; Latham & Frayne, 1989). 
This is explored in the present research as well. On the basis of the theory and findings reviewed, 
I hypothesized the following, depicted in Figure 4.  
Hypothesis 5. Participants who undergo a GST intervention will report larger increases 
in (a) networking plans, (b) networking intentions, and (c) networking self-efficacy, than 
participants who are provided with information about networking (NIC), or information 
about general career self-management (CSMC).   
Hypothesis 6. Participants who undergo a GST intervention will report larger increases 
in (a) use of close network contacts, than participants who are provided with information 
about networking (NIC), or information about general career management (CSMC), 
through larger increases in (b) networking plans, (c) networking intentions, and (d) 
networking self-efficacy. 
Hypothesis 7. Participants who undergo a GST intervention will report larger increases 
in (a) use of distant network contacts, than participants who are provided with 
information about networking (NIC), or information about general career management 
(CSMC), through larger increases in (b) networking plans, (c) networking intentions, and 
(d) networking self-efficacy. 
Hypothesis 8. Participants who undergo a GST intervention will report larger increases 
in (a) use of new network contacts, than participants who are provided with information 
about networking (NIC), or information about general career management (CSMC), 
through larger increases in (b) networking plans, (c) networking intentions, and (d) 
networking self-efficacy. 






Overview of the Research 
The purpose of this research was to explore whether it is possible to increase networking 
motivation and networking behavior through brief interventions based on theories of human 
motivation. In Pilot Study 1, I explored measures of five constructs that have not received much 
attention in the literature: Networking Self-Efficacy, Networking Outcome Expectations, 
Networking Plans, Networking Intentions, and Network Use. In Pilot Study 2, I developed four 
sets of novel intervention materials and explored the extent to which each of them would be 
successful at eliciting expected changes in networking motivation and networking behavior. The 
first two sets of exercises were based on Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT), and Goal-
Setting Theory (GST) respectively. The other two sets of exercises were designed to mirror status 
quo career development activities. Interventions were designed and delivered using an approach 
called a Wise psychological intervention (Walton, 2014; Walton & Wilson, 2018) which is a new 
class of intervention, consisting of short activities, such as reading and writing exercises, lasting 
only a matter of minutes. As a result, Wise interventions require minimal resources. In the Main 
Study, I conducted a field experiment to compare the effectiveness of the SCCT and GST 
interventions to the effectiveness of the control conditions.  
Pilot Study 1 
 The purpose of Pilot Study 1 was to assess the reliability and construct validity of 
measures of Networking Self-Efficacy, Networking Outcome Expectations, Networking Plans, 
Networking Intentions, and Network Use. I adapted measures of similar constructs and collected 
data in order to investigate internal consistency reliability, examine correlations with other 
measures for evidence of convergent and discriminant validity, and solicit feedback for how to 






improve the measures’ instructions and word choices.  
Methods 
Participants 
 I recruited a sample comprised of friends, family, current and former co-workers, and 
their own friends and family. Participants completed the measures at a time and location of their 
choosing. Measures were presented to participants in a randomized order. Sixty-six individuals 
completed the measures. Respondents were 59.1% female, 40.9% male; average age was 31.5 
years (SD = 5.8). The majority (56.1%) of respondents reported a 4-year college degree, with 
27.3% reporting a master’s degree, and 16.7% reporting a doctorate (M.D., J.D., Ph.D.). On 
average, respondents reported experience engaging in 2.9 active job searches (SD = 1.1) since 
age 18. Just 12.2% of respondents reported ever experiencing involuntary unemployment. Nearly 
all respondents (90.9%) reported that they were currently employed full-time, with 4.5% 
reporting that they were currently unemployed, 3.0% reporting part-time employment, and 1.5% 
reporting self-employment. In terms of current job-search status, 71.2% of respondents reported 
that they were not currently looking for a job, while 18.2% of respondents reported that they 
were currently engaged in career exploration, 6.1% engaged in active job search, 3.0% engaged 
in job-search decision-making, and 1.5% that preferred not to respond.  
Materials 
 Below is the list of measures and sample items. Full scales, with instructions, appear in 
Appendix A. 
 Networking Self-Efficacy. Networking Self-Efficacy (NSE; α = .92) refers to an 
individual’s confidence in his or her ability to engage effectively in networking. It was measured 
by adapting select items from Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s (1995) Generalized Self-Efficacy scale 






(GSE). For example, the GSE item “It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my 
goals” was adapted to “I can easily engage in effective networking.”   
  Networking Outcome Expectations. Networking Outcome Expectations (NOE; α = .84) 
refer to the degree to which an individual expects that networking will result in clear career 
benefits. The construct was measured by adapting select items from Betz and Voyten’s (1997) 
measure of Career Decision-Making Outcome Expectations (CDMOE). For example, the 
CDMOE item “If I spend enough time gathering information about career paths, I will make 
better career decisions” was adapted to “If I engage in networking, I will achieve any career 
goal.”  
  Networking Plans. Networking Plans (NP; α = .84) refer to the degree to which an 
individual has a sense of clear, specific, and structured steps they need to take to engage in 
effective networking. It was measured by adapting select items from Gould’s (1979) measure of 
Career Plans (CP). For example, the CP item “I know what I need to do to reach my career 
goals” was adapted to “I know what I need to do to achieve my networking objectives.”   
 Networking Intentions. Networking Intentions (NI; α = .90) refer to the degree to which 
an individual anticipates committing time and effort to networking over the coming weeks. To 
assess NI, I adapted items from Betz and Voyten’s (1997) measure of Career Exploration 
Intentions (CEI). For example, the CEI item “I intend to spend more time learning about careers 
than I have been” was adapted to “I intend to spend more time engaging in networking behaviors 
over the next two weeks.”  
  Network Use. Network Use (NU) was conceptualized as the extent to which an 
individual actually engaged with specific people for help with career goals or challenges over the 
prior two weeks. I adapted an established approach to measuring social capital (Seibert et al., 






2001; Erkovan, 2017). First, participants listed the names of specific people in their network. 
Then, for each name, participants specified how much interaction they had with each contact 
over the prior two weeks regarding their career goals or career challenges, using a five-point 
frequency scale (0 = 0 times, 1 = 1-2 times, 2 = 3-4 times, 3 = 5-6 times, 4 = 7+ times). The two-
step recall process may help to reduce measurement error inherent in conventional self-report 
assessments of behavior. Participants completed three iterations of this measure: once for close 
contacts, such as family, friends, co-workers (NU-Close), once for distant contacts, such as 
acquaintances, friends-of-friends, friends of co-workers (NU-Distant), and once for new contacts, 
such as people met recently, such as within the last few weeks or months (NU-New). Scores 
represent the aggregate number of times a participant interacted with the people that they listed. 
For instance, if two people were listed, and the participant indicated that they interacted with one 
of them 1-2 times (1), and interacted with the other one 3-4 times (2), the participant’s score 
would be 3 (1+2).  
  Additional Scales. Eight additional scales were administered for the purposes of 
examining construct validity of the five core measures described above. These additional scales 
are listed briefly below. The full scales and instructions appear in the Appendix A. 
  Generalized Self-Efficacy. Generalized Self-Efficacy (GSE; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 
1995; α = .86). GSE refers to an individual’s beliefs about his or her ability to cope effectively 
with adversity in the course of daily life.  
  Career Decision-Making Outcome Expectations. Career Decision-Making Outcome 
Expectations (CDMOE; Betz & Voyten, 1997; α = .90) refer to beliefs about the extent to which 
learning about different careers will lead to better career decisions.  






  Career Plans. Career Plans (CP; Gould, 1979; α = .94) refer to the extent to which an 
individual has clear plans, strategies, and objectives for their career.  
  Career Exploration Intentions. Career Exploration Intentions (CEI; Betz & Voyten, 
1997; α = .81) refer to the degree to which an individual expects to devote time and effort to 
learning about specific career paths.  
  Proactive Personality. Proactive Personality (PP; Bateman & Crant, 1993; Seibert et al., 
2001; α = .86) refers to a disposition toward taking action through personal initiative, particularly 
in the face of obstacles, as well as identifying opportunities to bring about meaningful change, 
and persisting to make change a reality. 
  Conscientiousness. Conscientiousness is a personality trait describing people that are 
planful, focused, organized, reliable, and thorough (Johns et al., 1991; Johns et al., 1999; α = 
.85).  
  Extraversion. Extraversion is a personality trait describing people that are talkative, 
outgoing, energetic, sociable, enthusiastic, and assertive (Johns et al., 1991; Johns et al., 1999; α 
= .90).  
  Openness to Experience. Openness is a personality trait describing people that are 
curious, imaginative, original, introspective, artistic, and reflective (Johns et al., 1991; Johns et 
al., 1999; α = .80).   
Results and Discussion 
 Means, standard deviations, correlations, and internal consistency reliabilities for all 
measures are depicted in Table 5. 
 Networking Self-Efficacy 






I expected Networking Self-Efficacy to be moderately, positively correlated with 
Networking Outcome Expectations, Networking Plans, and Networking Intentions, because these 
variables have strong conceptual overlaps with self-efficacy in the domain of networking. I also 
expected that Network Self-Efficacy would have weak, positive associations with Extraversion 
and Proactive Personality. As seen in Table 3, Networking Self-Efficacy was weakly to 
moderately associated with Networking Outcome Expectations, Networking Plans, and 
Networking Intentions (rs ranging from .27 to .51) providing evidence for the convergent 
validity of the Networking Self-Efficacy measure. In addition, Networking Self-Efficacy 
revealed nonsignificant relationships with Generalized Self-Efficacy, Extraversion, and Proactive 
Personality (rs ranging from .14 to .18), providing strong evidence that it can be safely 
discriminated from these related constructs.   
Networking Outcome Expectations 
I expected that Networking Outcome Expectations would have moderate, positive 
correlations with Career Decision-Making Outcome Expectations, Networking Self-Efficacy, 
Networking Plans, and Networking Intentions, because these variables also have strong 
conceptual overlap with outcome expectations in the domain of networking. I also expected 
weak, positive correlations with Extraversion and Proactive Personality. Networking Outcome 
Expectations were moderately associated with Career Decision-Making Outcome Expectations, 
Networking Self-Efficacy, Networking Plans, Networking Intentions, and Proactive Personality 
(rs ranging from .31 to .44) providing evidence for the convergent validity of Networking 
Outcome Expectations. Moreover, Networking Outcome Expectations revealed a nonsignificant 
relationship with Extraversion (r = .06) providing strong evidence that these related constructs 






can be discriminated from each other.  
Networking Plans 
I expected that Networking Plans would have moderate, positive correlations with Career 
Plans, Conscientiousness, Networking Self-Efficacy, Networking Outcome Expectations, and 
Networking Intentions, because these variables also have strong conceptual overlap with plans 
related to networking. I also expected weak, positive correlations with Extraversion and 
Proactive Personality. Networking Plans were moderately associated with Career Plans, 
Conscientiousness, Networking Self-Efficacy, Networking Outcome Expectations, and 
Networking Intentions (rs ranging from .40 to .66) providing evidence for the convergent 
validity of Networking Plans. Moreover, Networking Plans revealed nonsignificant relationships 
with Extraversion and Proactive Personality (rs ranging from .03 to .23) providing strong 
evidence that Networking Plans can be discriminated from these conceptually related constructs. 
Networking Intentions 
I expected that Networking Intentions would have moderate, positive correlations with 
Career Exploration Intentions, Networking Self-Efficacy, Networking Outcome Expectations, 
Networking Plans, and Network Use, because these variables have strong conceptual overlap 
with intentions to engage in networking behaviors. I also expected weak, positive correlations 
with Extraversion and Proactive Personality. Networking Intentions were moderately associated 
with Career Exploration Intentions, Networking Self-Efficacy, Networking Outcome 
Expectations, Networking Plans, and NU-Distant (rs ranging from .26 to .44). These results 
provide evidence for the convergent validity of Networking Intentions. Moreover, Networking 
Intentions revealed nonsignificant relationships with NU-Close, Extraversion, and Proactive 






Personality (rs ranging from .00 to .23) providing strong evidence that Networking Plans can be 
discriminated from these related constructs. 
Network Use 
I expected each of the three Network Use subscales (NU-Close, NU-Distant, NU-New) 
would have strong, positive correlations with each other, moderate positive correlations with 
Networking Intentions, and Networking Plans, and weak correlations with Extraversion and 
Proactive Personality.  
  NU-Close. NU-Close was moderately correlated with NU-Distant (r = .33). NU-Close 
also had a marginally significant correlation with Networking Intentions (r = .22, p = .08). These 
results provide initial evidence for the convergent validity of NU-Close. NU-Close had 
nonsignificant relationships with NU-New, Networking Plans, Extraversion, and Proactive 
Personality (rs ranging from -.19 to .16), providing strong evidence that NU-Close can be clearly 
distinguished from these conceptually related constructs.   
 NU-Distant. NU-Distant was moderately correlated with NU-Close, Networking 
Intentions, and Networking Plans (rs ranging from .26 to .33), providing evidence of convergent 
validity for NU-Distant. However, NU-Distant had nonsignificant relationships with NU-New, 
Extraversion, and Proactive Personality (rs ranging from -.03 to .12), suggesting that NU-Distant 
can be clearly discriminated from these similar constructs.   
 NU-New. NU-New was moderately correlated with Networking Intentions (r = .28) and 
had a marginally significant correlation with Networking Plans (r = .22, p = .08), providing 
initial evidence of convergent validity for NU-New. Moreover, NU-New had nonsignificant 
relationships with NU-Close, NU-Distant, Extraversion, and Proactive Personality (rs ranging 
from .06 to .20), suggesting that NU-New can be distinguished from these related constructs.   






  Summary. The observed correlations provided preliminary evidence for the convergent 
and discriminant validity of the five networking measures. Based on the results of Pilot Study 1, 
I felt that the measures were suitable for use in the Main Study. 
Pilot Study 2 
Overview 
  The purpose of Pilot Study 2 was to evaluate the relative effectiveness of four distinct 
sets of intervention materials focused on motivating people to engage in networking behavior, 
based on ratings from Subject Matter Experts (SMEs). The first set of exercises, based on Social 
Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT), was designed to increase participants’ confidence about their 
ability to engage in effective networking, and to help them believe that networking is valuable 
thing to do. The second set, based on Goal-Setting Theory (GST), was designed to help 
participants practice setting effective career development objectives and networking goals linked 
to those career objectives. The other two sets of exercises were designed to mirror status quo 
career development activities. The Networking Information Control (NIC) condition was 
designed to simply provide information about networking. The Career Self-Management Control 
(CSMC) condition was designed to provide information about effective career development and 
career self-management strategies other than networking.  
  All four sets of intervention materials leveraged core Wise psychological intervention 
change strategies, which I describe below. Wise interventions were ideally suited for this 
research because they differ from traditional interventions in two ways. First, they consist of 
short activities, lasting only a matter of minutes, providing a framework to deliver interventions 
at scale, through online, remote administration. Career development interventions have tended to 
rely on in-person, workshops and seminars, which often span multiple hours or multiple days; as 






a result, they have typically been delivered to small groups (Liu et al., 2014; Whiston et al., 
2013). In contrast, Wise interventions have the potential to reach large numbers of people 
because they do not rely on traditional, resource-intensive, in-person workshops. Despite these 
benefits, to date, there has been extremely limited use of Wise interventions in the career 
development literature.   
  Second, Wise interventions adopt the perspective that behavior is largely determined by 
psychology: what individuals think and feel (Ross & Nisbett, 1991; Dweck, 2006; Weiner, 1985; 
Bandura, 1986), and as a result, they target individuals’ thoughts, beliefs, and attitudes. This is in 
contrast to traditional interventions which tend to target change in either skills or situations 
(Walton, 2014; Walton & Wilson, 2018; Liu et al., 2014). For instance, a traditional networking 
intervention focused on skills might assume that individuals simply need opportunities to learn 
how to network, and might focus on teaching specific networking tactics, such as how to conduct 
an informational interview, how to cold-call people, or how to use LinkedIn to identify potential 
contacts. A traditional intervention focused on situations might assume that individuals simply 
need access to opportunities to engage in networking and might focus on fostering attendance at 
structured networking events where they can meet and converse with new contacts. Interventions 
that focus exclusively on skill-building or situation change might be ineffective if they fail to 
address the underlying beliefs or attitudes that are the actual psychological source of a particular 
behavioral issue.  
 The specific aim of Pilot Study 2 was to gather initial evidence that each of the four sets 
of intervention materials would be successful at eliciting expected changes in the proposed 
mediators: networking self-efficacy, networking outcome expectations, networking plans, and 






networking intentions. I also aimed to gather feedback from Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) 
regarding how the materials might each be improved to align with their stated purpose.  
Hypothesis 1. SMEs will rate the SCCT materials as more likely to increase (a) 
Networking Self-Efficacy, (b) Networking Outcome Expectations, and (c) Networking 
Intentions than the NIC or CSMC materials.  
Hypothesis 2. SMEs will rate the GST materials as more likely to increase (a) 
Networking Plans and (b) Networking Intentions than the NIC or CSMC materials.  
Methods 
Participants 
 I recruited 55 SMEs in Psychology from my personal network, including current Ph.D. 
students, and recent Ph.D. graduates (prospective SMEs were excluded if they participated in 
Pilot Study 1). They were randomly assigned to review one of four sets of novel intervention 
materials.  
Materials 
Wise Intervention Strategies. I designed all intervention materials to be delivered 
remotely, via Qualtrics. In line with the Wise psychological intervention approach, materials for 
all four conditions consisted of information, brief prompts, and written exercises. A summary of 
the materials is depicted in Tables 1 and 2, and the full sets of materials are included in 
Appendix B. 
  Task Framing. Task framing refers to the labeling of an activity in a particular way in 
order to influence cognition, affect, and behavior associated with the activity (Dweck, 1986; 
Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Liberman et al., 2004; Seijts & Latham, 2001; Yeager et al., 2014). 
  Prompting with Information. Prompting with information refers to the process of 






offering people new information, such as summaries of research findings, with the goal of 
changing their beliefs and behavior (Aronson, Fried, & Good, 2002; Blackwell et al., 2007; 
Crum et al., 2013; Heslin et al., 2005, 2011; Jamieson et al., 2013).  
  Prompting with Leading Questions. Prompting with leading questions refers to the use 
of survey items to prompt self-reflection, cognitive dissonance, learning, and behavior change 
(Gehlbach et al., 2018; Dimitrov & Rumrill, 2003; Wanberg et al., 2010; Sitzmann & Ely, 2010; 
Sitzmann et al., 2009).  
  Active Reflection. Active reflection refers to the administration of structured written 
exercises to help people internalize new ideas or reinterpret experiences (Aronson et al., 2002; 
Dunlosky et al., 2013; Heslin et al., 2005; Pennebaker, 1997; Walton & Cohen, 2011; Yeager et 
al., 2014).   
  SCCT Intervention Condition. The first set of intervention materials (SCCT) was 
designed on the basis of Social-Cognitive Theory, to boost participants' confidence in their 
ability to engage in effective networking, and to demonstrate to them the benefits of networking 
for career development. First, participants were presented with information about networking, 
and several vignettes describing how people benefit from it. Then, participants reviewed specific 
networking strategies and were prompted to identify which strategies they performed 
successfully in the past, and which strategies they were confident they could engage in over the 
coming weeks. Next, participants were presented with insights from academic research about 
networking benefits and information about networking best practices. Last, participants were 
asked to identify potential barriers to their own networking, and potential solutions to overcome 
those barriers.  






GST Intervention Condition. The second set of intervention materials (GST) was 
designed on the basis of Goal-Setting Theory (GST), to prompt participants to identify a career 
development objective, and to guide them through how to set effective networking goals that are 
aligned to their career development objective. First, participants were asked to consider their 
career objectives or a current career-related challenge they wanted to overcome, along with why 
their career objective or challenge was important to them, and what they would need to learn to 
attain the objective or overcome the challenge. Next, participants were asked to identify specific 
people that could help them achieve their career objective or overcome their current career 
challenge; first they identified close contacts, then they distant contacts, and finally new contacts. 
Then, participants were guided through how to set specific networking learning goals by 
identifying questions they would ask each person, as well as when and how they would reach out 
to each person.  
  Networking Information Control Condition. The third set of intervention materials 
(NIC) was designed purely to provide information about networking. First, participants were 
asked to briefly describe their beliefs and attitudes about networking. Then, they were presented 
with information about networking. Specifically, they learned about the hidden job market, the 
differences between networking and social capital, and the differences between strong and weak 
ties. Last, participants reflected on their learning through a brief quiz.  
  Career Self-Management Control Condition. The fourth set of intervention materials 
(CSMC) was designed to provide information about effective career self-management. First, 
participants were presented with information about career self-management. Then, they reviewed 
specific career self-management strategies, and were asked to identify which they had performed 
effectively in the past, and which they were confident they could engage in over the coming 






weeks. Next, participants were asked to select two specific career self-management tactics they 
would commit to engaging in over the coming weeks, and specified what they intended to do, 
when they would do it, and why it was important to them. Last, participants were prompted to 
identify barriers to their own career self-management, and potential ways to overcome those 
barriers.  
After reviewing the materials to which they were randomly assigned, SMEs were 
presented with definitions of four constructs – networking self-efficacy, networking outcome 
expectations, networking plans, and networking intentions – and were asked to rate (using a 5-
point Likert scale) the extent to which they believed that the materials they reviewed would 
increase each of the four constructs. After providing their ratings, SMEs were informed of the 
purpose of the specific materials that they reviewed and were asked to provide open-ended 
feedback regarding how the materials might be improved to align with their stated purpose. SME 
feedback was incorporated into the design of the final materials.  
Results and Discussion 
  Mean ratings for each of the four items appear in Table 4. A series of planned 
comparisons were conducted to test the hypotheses. It is important to note that I relied primarily 
on effect sizes rather than on significance testing to evaluate the efficacy of the study materials 
because I only had 13-14 participants per condition. 
SCCT Materials  
  In line with H1a, SMEs presented with the SCCT materials rated the materials 
significantly higher on their likelihood of increasing Networking Self-Efficacy than SMEs 
presented with the NIC or CSMC materials (Cohen’s ds ranging from .86 to 1.18, ps < .05). 
Contrary to H1b, SMEs presented with the SCCT materials did not rate the materials higher on 






their likelihood of increasing Networking Outcome Expectations than SMEs presented with the 
NIC materials (Cohen’s d = .34, ns), but they did rate the materials significantly higher than 
SMEs presented with the CSMC materials (Cohen’s d = 1.23, p < .01). In line with H1c, SMEs 
presented with the SCCT materials rated the materials higher on their likelihood of increasing 
Networking Intentions than SMEs presented with the NIC materials (Cohen’s d = .32, p = .06) 
and rated the materials significantly higher than SMEs presented with the CSMC materials 
(Cohen’s d = 1.02, p < .01).  
GST Materials 
  Contrary to H2a, SMEs presented with the GST materials did not rate the materials 
higher on their likelihood of increasing Networking Plans than SMEs presented with the NIC 
materials (Cohen’s d = .39, ns), but they did rate the materials higher than SMEs presented with 
the CSMC materials (Cohen’s d = .72, p = .09). While the mean difference in ratings between 
SMEs presented with the GST and CSMC materials was not statistically significant, due to small 
sample size, it was moderate to large in size. Contrary to H2b, SMEs presented with the GST 
materials did not rate the materials higher on their likelihood of increasing Networking 
Intentions than SMEs presented with the NIC materials (Cohen’s d = .20, ns), but they did rate 
the materials significantly higher than SMEs presented with the CSMC materials (Cohen’s d = 
.62, p < .05).  
Summary 
  Results of Pilot Study 2 suggested that the SCCT materials would have a more positive 
impact on Networking Self-Efficacy and Networking Intentions than either set of control 
condition materials, and a more positive impact on Networking Outcome Expectations than the 
CSMC materials. The results also suggested that the GST materials would have a more positive 






impact on Networking Plans and Networking Intentions than the CSMC materials. In sum, the 
results of Pilot Study 2 provided preliminary evidence that the SCCT and GST materials would 
each have a more positive impact on the focal constructs than the control condition materials, 
providing a rationale to move forward with the main study.  
  Because only some of the hypotheses were fully supported, the materials were adjusted 
based on the feedback received. Specific recommendations for the SCCT materials included a 
variety of formatting and wording changes, and further emphasis on the benefits of networking 
(NOE) through vignette-style examples. Specific feedback for the GST materials included 
further emphasizing goals as an antecedent of intentions, as well as integrating participants’ 
responses to each of the individual exercises into a summary plan at the end of the module, 
outlining their goals with stated action steps.   
Main Study 
Overview 
The purpose of the Main Study was to explore the extent to which the four distinct sets of 
intervention materials – Social-Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT), Goal-Setting Theory (GST), 
Networking Information (NIC), and Career Self-Management (CSMC) – could actually foster 
networking motivation and networking behavior. The study design is summarized in Figure 5. 
Methods 
Participants    
  I recruited a sample of undergraduate and master’s students from an east-coast, urban, 
public university. Undergraduate students received research credit for their participation. Masters 
students were compensated $2.00 for completion of T1, $3.00 for completion of T2, and $5.00 
for completion of T3. 210 participants completed T1 of which 146 participants completed all 






three measurement timepoints. Prior to analysis, 33 of the 146 participants were removed 
because they either failed 2+ attention check items during any single measurement timepoint, or 
because they failed 1+ attention check item during all three of the measurement timepoints. The 
final sample consisted of 113 participants of which 80% (n = 90) were undergraduates and 20% 
(n = 23) were master’s students. Twenty-nine participants were randomly assigned to the SCCT 
condition, twenty-nine to the GST condition, twenty-four to the NIC condition, and thirty-one to 
the CSMC condition. The makeup of the sample assigned to each condition was approximately 
the same across the conditions (~80% undergraduate students, ~20% master’s students). 
  With respect to demographics, the average age of participants was 23 (SD = 5.3). With 
regard to gender, 66.4% was female, 32.7% male, and 0.9% did not disclose. With respect to 
Ethnicity, 19.5% identified as Hispanic and/or LatinX. In terms of Race, 44.2% identified as 
White, 40.7% as Asian, 10.6% as other, and 4.4% as Black or African American. With regard to 
current employment status, 48.7% identified as “student,” while 23.9% identified as “employed 
part-time,” 15.9% identified as “unemployed,” and 7.1% identified as “employed full-time.” 
With respect to current job-search status, 29.2% reported currently looking for a new job, 26.5% 
anticipated actively looking for a job in the near future, 10.6% reported not looking for a job at 
this time, 3.5% reported having a job offer requiring a decision, 29.2% reported not actively 
looking for a job, but open to opportunities (i.e., “passive job-search”). Finally, when asked 
about current life stage, 55.8% identified as “entering the workforce,” 27.4% identified as 
“advancing my career,” 14.2% identified as “other,” and 2.7% identified as “experienced 
professional.”    
Materials 






  The materials are described above under Pilot Study 2. Screenshots of the materials 
appear in Appendix B. 
Procedure 
  The procedure for the main study is summarized in Figure 5 and described below. 
  Time 1. First, participants completed a brief baseline survey (T1) focused on beliefs and 
attitudes about networking and other aspects of career development. They received $2.00 or 0.5 
research credits for completing the first phase of the study. 
  Time 2. A week after completing the baseline survey, participants were contacted to 
complete the second part of the study (T2) which consisted of a series of brief, online reading 
and writing activities (i.e., materials aligned with the study condition to which they were 
randomly assigned), followed by a brief survey regarding beliefs and attitudes about networking, 
and other aspects of career development. Participants received an additional $3.00 or 0.5 
research credits for completing the second phase of the study.  
  Time 3. Three weeks after completing the activities and the second survey, participants 
were contacted to complete the third phase of the study (T3). Participants were asked to complete 
a brief survey focused on their beliefs and attitudes about networking, and other aspects of career 
development. Participants received an additional $5.00 or 1.0 research credits upon completion 
of the full study. At the conclusion of data collection, participants were debriefed about the 
purpose and design of the study (i.e., hypotheses, random assignment to one of four study 
conditions, etc.).      
 Measures 
 Measures of Networking Self-Efficacy, Networking Outcome Expectations, Networking 
Plans, Networking Intentions, Use of Close, Distant, and New Network Contacts, Extraversion, 






Conscientiousness, and Proactive Personality are described above under Pilot Study 1. Several 
additional measures were also included in the main study, which I describe briefly below. The 
full set of measures is included in Appendix A.   
Job-Search Self-Efficacy. Job-Search Self-Efficacy (JSSE; Saks et al., 2015; α = .84) 
refers to an individual’s confidence in his or her ability to engage effectively in activities related 
to finding a job.  
  Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy. Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy 
(CDMSE; Betz & Voyten, 1997; α = .85) refers to an individual’s confidence in his or her ability 
to engage effectively in career decision-making activities.  
  Networking Mindset. Networking Mindset (NM; Kuwabara et al., 2018, 2020; α = .81) 
refers to the extent to which an individual believes that how well one networks is fixed versus 
malleable.  
  Emotional Stability. Emotional Stability (ES; Johns et al., 1991; Johns et al., 1999; α = 
.81) refers to the disposition toward handling stress well and remaining calm and relaxed in tense 
situations.  
  Agreeableness. Agreeableness (Johns et al., 1991; Johns et al., 1999; α = .80) refers to 
the disposition toward being helpful, forgiving, cooperative, and trusting.  
  Attention Check Items. At each measurement timepoint, three attention check items 
were presented to respondents in order to flag data from inattentive participants prior to analysis. 
An example attention check item was “Please select somewhat disagree.” Participants were 
removed from the final data for analysis if they failed at least one attention check item during all 
three of the measurement timepoints, or if they failed more than one attention check item during 
any single measurement timepoint.  







 Prior to testing the main study hypotheses, a series of one-way ANOVAs were performed 
to examine whether there were any statistically significant mean differences among groups 
(conditions) at baseline (T1). The four groups did not differ significantly on any of the variables 
assessed (all Fs < 2.51, ps > .05). This suggests that random assignment to condition was 
successful. Nevertheless, T1 data were included as covariates in all analyses testing the effects of 
condition on T2 and T3 data to provide a more sensitive test of the hypotheses. Omnibus F tests 
for all ANCOVAs are presented in text, and planned contrasts pertaining to all hypotheses 
appear in Table 6. Though I did not make predictions about whether the SCCT intervention 
materials would be more effective than the GST intervention materials, or vice versa, Social-
Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) and Goal-Setting Theory (GST) have considerable conceptual 
overlap, as well as differing views of constructs such as self-efficacy, outcome expectancies, 
plans, and intentions. As a result, I explored the relative impact of these two conditions as well 
(Tables 6 and 7).  
Tests of Main Hypotheses 
 Main Effects of Condition on Networking Self-Efficacy at T2. H1a and H5c proposed 
that participants who undergo an SCCT intervention (H1a) or a GST intervention (H5c) will 
report larger increases in Networking Self-Efficacy than participants who are provided with 
information about networking (NIC), or who undergo an intervention focused on general career 
self-management (CSMC). A one-way ANCOVA on Networking Self-Efficacy at Time 2, 
(controlling for Networking Self-Efficacy at Time 1) revealed no significant differences among 
conditions, F (3, 108) = 1.40, p = .25. Planned contrasts similarly revealed no significant 






differences between either the SCCT or GST intervention conditions and the control conditions 
(all ps > .10). Thus, H1a and H5c were not supported. 
 Main Effects of Condition on Networking Outcome Expectations at T2. H1b 
proposed that participants who undergo an SCCT intervention will report larger increases in 
Networking Outcome Expectations than participants who are provided with information about 
networking (NIC), or who undergo an intervention focused on general career self-management 
(CSMC).  A one-way ANCOVA on Networking Outcome Expectations at Time 2, revealed no 
significant differences among conditions, F (3, 108) = .75, p = .53. Planned contrasts similarly 
revealed no significant differences between either the SCCT or GST intervention conditions and 
the control conditions (all ps > .10). Thus, H1b was not supported. 
 Main Effects of Condition on Networking Plans at T2. H5a proposed that participants 
who undergo a GST intervention will report larger increases in Networking Plans than 
participants who are provided with information about networking (NIC), or who undergo an 
intervention focused on general career self-management (CSMC). A one-way ANCOVA on 
Networking Plans at Time 2, revealed no significant differences among conditions, F (3, 108) = 
1.48, p = .23. Planned contrasts similarly revealed no significant differences between either the 
SCCT or GST intervention conditions and the control conditions (all ps > .10). Thus, H5a was 
not supported. 
Main Effects of Condition on Networking Intentions at T2. H1c and H5b proposed 
that participants who undergo an SCCT intervention (H1c) or a GST intervention (H5b) will 
report larger increases in Networking Intentions, than participants who are provided with 
information about networking (NIC), or who undergo an intervention focused on general career 
self-management (CSMC). A one-way ANCOVA on Networking Intentions at Time 2, revealed 






a significant difference among conditions, F (3, 108) = 2.77, p = .05. Planned contrasts revealed 
that participants that completed the SCCT condition exhibited significantly higher Networking 
Intentions at T2, compared to participants that completed the NIC condition, F (2, 109) = 3.97, p 
< .05. However, there were no significant differences on T2 Networking Intentions between the 
SCCT and CSMC, GST and NIC, or GST and CSMC conditions. These results provide partial 
support for H1c. H5b was not supported. Participants that completed the SCCT condition had 
higher Networking Intentions at T2, compared to participants that completed the CSMC 
condition, but the difference was marginally significant, F (2, 109) = 2.67, p = .07. Participants 
that completed the GST condition had higher Networking Intentions at T2, compared to 
participants that completed the NIC condition, but the difference was marginally significant, F 
(2, 109) = 2.46, p = .09. Contrasts also revealed that participants that completed the SCCT 
condition exhibited significantly higher Networking Intentions at T2, compared to participants 
that completed the GST condition, F (2, 109) = 3.52, p < .05.  
  Main Effects of Condition on Use of Close Network Contacts. H2a and H6a proposed 
that participants who undergo either an SCCT intervention (H2a) or a GST intervention (H6a) 
will report larger increases in Use of Close Network Contacts (NU-Close) than participants who 
are provided with information about networking (NIC) or who undergo an intervention focused 
on general career self-management (CSMC). A one-way ANCOVA on Use of Close Network 
Contacts at Time 3, revealed no significant differences among conditions, F (3, 108) = .22, p = 
.87. Planned contrasts similarly revealed no significant differences between either the SCCT or 
GST intervention conditions and the control conditions (all ps > .10). Thus, H2a and H6a were 
not supported. 






  Main Effects of Condition on Use of Distant Network Contacts. H3a and H7a 
proposed that participants who undergo either an SCCT intervention (H3a) or a GST intervention 
(H7a) will report larger increases in Use of Distant Network Contacts (NU-Distant), than 
participants who are provided with information about networking (NIC) or who undergo an 
intervention focused on general career self-management (CSMC). A one-way ANCOVA on Use 
of Distant Network Contacts at Time 3, revealed no significant differences among conditions, F 
(3, 108) = 1.30, p = .28. Planned contrasts similarly revealed no significant differences between 
either the SCCT or GST intervention conditions and the control conditions (all ps > .10). Thus, 
H3a and H7a were not supported. 
  Main Effects of Condition on Use of New Network Contacts. H4a and H8a proposed 
that participants who undergo either an SCCT intervention (H4a) or a GST intervention (H8a) 
will report larger increases in Use of New Network Contacts (NU-New), than participants who 
are provided with information about networking (NIC)or who undergo an intervention focused 
on general career self-management (CSMC). A one-way ANCOVA on Use of New Network 
Contacts at Time 3, revealed no significant differences among conditions, F (3, 108) = 1.08, p = 
.36. Planned contrasts similarly revealed no significant differences between either the SCCT or 
GST intervention conditions and the control conditions (all ps > .10). Thus, H4a and H8a were 
not supported. Because the assumptions of mediation were not met, there was no basis for 
proceeding with tests of mediation of T3 outcomes.  
Exploratory Analyses 
  I conducted two sets of exploratory analyses. First, I re-examined all hypotheses after 
entering individual difference variables (Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, 
Agreeableness, Emotional Stability, Proactive Personality, and Networking Mindset) as 






covariates. This was based on the assumption that individual differences could bias estimates of 
the intervention effects on the mediators and the outcomes. As shown in Table 7, controlling for 
individual differences did not alter the pattern of findings or reveal evidence of any additional 
significant effects. I also screened for outliers via Box Plot analysis and Stem-and-Leaf Plot 
analysis. There were a few outliers, and I re-analyzed the data after eliminating outliers based on 
those methods. However, removal of outliers did not change the overall pattern of results. 
Next, I explored for whom and under which circumstances the hypothesized effects might 
exist. Specifically, I examined whether each trait from the five-factor model (FFM): Openness, 
Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability, as well as Proactive 
Personality, and Networking Mindset, may have moderated the effects of experimental condition 
on the mediators (T2) and outcomes (T3). To test interactions, the contrasted conditions (e.g., 
SCCT vs NIC) were coded +1 and -1 and the remaining two conditions were coded as 0. This 
contrast and centered personality scores were entered in Step 1 of a hierarchical regression 
analysis, and the condition X personality interaction term was entered in Step 2. Time 1 
measures of the DV were also entered in Step 1. To probe significant interactions, I used Model 
#1 from the PROCESS Macro for SPSS (v3.5; Hayes, 2018). I examined differences between 
conditions for those at the 16th percentile (low), 50th percentile (average), and 84th percentile 
(high) on each individual difference variable, Hayes’ recommended approach to probing 
moderated effects (Hayes, 2018, p. 244). In the sections below, I present my rationale for 
exploring these individual difference constructs as moderators, then describe the results of the 
analyses. Significant interactions are illustrated in Figures 6-8. Because I conducted multiple 
analyses that were not hypothesized a priori, I adopted a more conservative Type 1 error 
threshold, and report only results that were statistically significant at the p < .01 level. 






 Openness to Experience. Curiosity is a hallmark of openness to experience (Wanberg et 
al., 2000). A primary benefit of networking is learning through others. Because individuals lower 
on openness tend to be less curious, they may be less inclined to engage in learning-oriented 
activities such as networking, while those higher in openness may be more likely to engage in 
networking regardless of which study condition they complete (Wolff & Kim, 2012; Wanberg et 
al., 2000). Thus, the SCCT and GST conditions may be more effective than the control 
conditions when participants are lower on openness.       
  Results yielded a significant interaction between Condition (SCCT-CSMC) and openness 
on networking self-efficacy at T2, t (4) = 7.23, p < .01. As Figure 6 shows, participants reported 
more Networking Self-Efficacy following the SCCT condition compared to the CSMC 
condition, but only if they were low in openness (b = .23, se = .12. p = .05). Those average (b = 
.08, se = .08, ns) or high (b = -.07, se = .12, ns) in openness exhibited no difference between 
conditions.  
 Results yielded a significant interaction between Condition (GST-CSMC) and openness 
on networking self-efficacy at T2, t (4) = -2.51, p = .01. As Figure 7 shows, participants reported 
more networking self-efficacy following the GST condition compared to the CSMC condition, 
but only if they were low in openness (b = .26, se = .12, p < .05). Those average (b = .14, se = 
.08, p = .10) or high (b = .01, se = .13, ns) in openness exhibited no difference between 
conditions. No other differences were significant. 
 Conscientiousness. Conscientious individuals tend to be planful, careful, and organized 
(Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 2006; Wanberg et al., 2000). They may be less naturally inclined to 
develop networking plans or to set networking intentions, and less careful and planful with 
respect to their careers more broadly, making them less likely to embrace strategies for actively 






managing their career, of which networking is a prime example. More conscientious individuals 
should be naturally inclined to develop networking plans, set networking intentions, and take a 
planful and careful approach to their careers, regardless of which study condition they complete. 
The SCCT and GST materials may be more effective than the control materials when 
participants are lower on conscientiousness. However, no interaction effects were statistically 
significant. 
 Extraversion. Because less extraverted individuals tend to be less sociable (Ozer & 
Benet-Martinez, 2006), it is likely that they would be less inclined to embrace networking 
because it is often viewed as a social activity; conversely, more extraverted individuals should be 
more inclined to embrace networking, engage in it regularly, and hold positive views of it (Forret 
& Dougherty, 2001; Wanberg et al., 2000). As a result, less extraverted persons should benefit 
considerably from networking interventions, while more extraverted individuals with a 
predilection toward social activities should be naturally inclined to engage in networking 
regardless of which study condition they complete. Thus, the SCCT and GST materials may be 
more effective than the control materials when participants are lower compared to higher on 
Extraversion. 
  Results yielded a significant interaction between Condition (SCCT-GST) and 
Extraversion on Networking Outcome Expectations at T2, t (4) = 2.50, p = .01. As Figure 8 
shows, participants reported more Networking Outcome Expectations following the SCCT 
condition compared to the GST condition, if they were high in Extraversion (b = .28, se = .13, p 
< .05), but reported more Networking Outcome Expectations following the GST condition 
compared to the SCCT condition if they were low in Extraversion (b = -.21, se = .11, p = .05). 






Those average (b = .01, se = .08, ns) in Extraversion exhibited no differences between 
conditions. No other differences were significant. 
  Agreeableness. Getting along with others is a hallmark facet of agreeableness (Ozer & 
Benet-Martinez, 2006; Wolff & Kim, 2012). Difficulty getting along with others could make 
individuals less likely to view networking as an activity they can engage in effectively, less 
likely to view it as an activity that has any tangible benefits, and less likely to make networking 
plans or setting networking intentions (Wanberg et al., 2000; Wolff & Kim, 2012). Individuals 
higher on agreeableness should be more naturally inclined to view networking as an activity they 
can engage in effectively, and which has tangible benefits, making them more likely to engage in 
networking regardless of which study condition they complete. The SCCT and GST materials 
may be more effective than the control materials when participants are lower on agreeableness. 
However, no interaction effects were statistically significant. 
  Emotional Stability. Less emotionally stable individuals tend to experience more 
frequent feelings of anxiety, worry, fear, and uneasiness, particularly in social interactions 
(Wanberg et al., 2000; Wolff & Kim, 2012; Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 2006). This may lead 
individuals lower on Emotional Stability to avoid social activities such as networking. However, 
individuals higher on emotional stability should be less likely to experience negative affect 
during networking and as a result engage in networking more regularly, regardless of which 
study condition they complete. However, no interactions between Emotional Stability and 
condition were statistically significant. 
Proactive Personality. Proactive individuals tend to take action, through personal 
initiative, to effect change, particularly in the face of obstacles (Seibert et al., 1999; Crant, 1995). 
Less proactive individuals are less likely to identify opportunities to bring about meaningful 






change, and less likely to persist at making change a reality (Crant, 2000; Seibert et al., 2001). 
Networking may be viewed as a preemptive problem-solving strategy for effecting change and 
overcoming career obstacles. Therefore, the SCCT and GST conditions might be more effective 
than the control conditions for individuals lower in Proactive Personality. 
However, no interaction effects were statistically significant. 
Networking Mindset. Individuals with a growth mindset about networking (higher 
networking mindset) view networking ability as malleable, leading them to believe that 
networking is a skill that can be learned (Kuwabara et al., 2018, 2020). Individuals with a fixed 
mindset about networking (lower networking mindset) view networking ability as static, leading 
them to believe that there is not much they can do to improve current levels of the skill 
(Kuwabara et al., 2018, 2020). These differences tend to result in individuals with a growth 
mindset investing more effort and persistence to develop specific skills and conquer setbacks 
(Dweck, 2006). As a result, the SCCT and GST materials might be more effective than the 
control materials when participants are higher on networking mindset. However, no interaction 
effects were statistically significant. 
Discussion  
Networking refers to proactive efforts to initiate, develop, maintain, and leverage 
personal and professional relationships that could help one achieve career goals, or work through 
career-related challenges. It is a critical yet potentially underutilized career self-management 
strategy. The purpose of this investigation was to explore the extent to which four distinct sets of 
reading and writing exercises could motivate people to engage in networking behavior. The first 
set of exercises, based on Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT), was designed to increase 
participants’ confidence about their ability to engage in effective networking, and to help them 






believe that networking is valuable thing to do. The second set, based on Goal-Setting 
Theory (GST), was designed to help participants practice setting effective career development 
objectives and networking goals linked to those career objectives. The other two sets of exercises 
were designed to mirror status quo career development activities. The Networking Information 
Control (NIC) condition was designed to simply provide information about networking. The 
Career Self-Management Control (CSMC) condition was designed to provide information about 
effective career development and career self-management strategies other than networking. 
 In this field experiment, participants completed a brief baseline survey (T1) regarding 
their beliefs and attitudes about networking and other aspects of career development. A week 
later, they completed one of the four sets of exercises, and then a second brief survey (T2) about 
their beliefs and attitudes about networking and other aspects of career development (a subset of 
the T1 measures). Three weeks later, participants completed a follow-up survey about their 
actual network use. I expected that the exercises developed on the basis of Social Cognitive 
Theory and Goal-Setting Theory would lead to greater networking motivation and networking 
behavior than exercises developed to simply provide information about networking, or about 
career self-management. Specifically, I hypothesized that the SCCT materials would have a 
greater effect on network use than the control condition materials, and that this would be 
mediated by higher networking self-efficacy, networking outcome expectations, and networking 
intentions. I also hypothesized that the GST materials would have a greater effect on network use 
than the control condition materials, and that this would be mediated by stronger networking 
plans, networking intentions, and networking self-efficacy. The hypothesized mediators were 
assessed at Time 2, and the outcomes (use of close, distant, and new network contacts) were 
assessed at Time 3. 






Summary of Findings 
Overall, the results provided limited support for the predictions derived from Social-
Cognitive Career Theory and Goal-Setting Theory, with a few exceptions. The results suggested 
that the Social-Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) and Goal-Setting Theory (GST) intervention 
materials were no more effective at fostering networking self-efficacy, networking outcome 
expectations, networking plans, or network use than intervention materials developed to provide 
information about networking (NIC) or about career self-management (CSMC). In line with 
predictions, the SCCT materials were more effective than one set of control materials (NIC) at 
fostering networking intentions. However, in no instance did the SCCT or GST interventions 
have a greater impact on actual network use.  
Exploratory analyses were conducted to explore individual differences in receptivity to 
networking interventions. These analyses revealed two notable findings. First, the SCCT and 
GST materials were both more effective than the CSMC materials at fostering networking self-
efficacy, but only for individuals low in openness to experience. Those high in openness to 
experience reported comparable networking self-efficacy regardless of condition. Second, the 
SCCT materials were more effective than the GST materials at fostering networking outcome 
expectations for individuals high in extraversion. However, the GST materials were more 
effective than the SCCT materials at fostering networking outcome expectations for individuals 
low in extraversion.     
Implications  
Implications for a Social-Cognitive Model of Networking Intervention 
   The SCCT materials were more effective at nudging individuals to commit to future 
networking behaviors (i.e., networking intentions) than the materials that just provided 






information about networking (NIC). They were also more effective than the career self-
management materials (CSMC) at fostering networking outcome expectations for individuals 
high in extraversion, and more effective than the GST materials at fostering networking self-
efficacy for individuals low in openness. Collectively, these results provide slightly more support 
for an SCCT model of Networking Intervention than for a GST model of Networking 
Intervention. Below I discuss challenges to the SCCT framework presented by this study’s 
results. 
According to SCCT, self-efficacy and outcome expectations influence actual behavior 
through intentions. However, this study found that an increase in networking intentions did not 
translate into an actual increase in network use. In fact, T2 networking intentions were not even 
correlated with T3 use of close, distant, or new network contacts (rs ranging from .08 to .12). 
Therefore, results of this study suggest that the link between networking intentions and network 
use may be more nuanced than indicated by the current SCCT literature. The SCCT model may 
be effective at explaining the psychological processes leading to networking intentions but may 
be insufficient to explain how to change actual networking behavior. Interestingly, most research 
on Social-Cognitive Career Theory’s Career Self-Management Model (SCCT-CSM) has focused 
on the empirical relationships between self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and intentions, 
treating intentions as the focal dependent variable (Lent et al., 2016; Lim et al., 2016) which may 
be a significant limitation of the SCCT literature. Since brief intervention materials based on 
SCCT seem to influence networking intentions, it will be important for future studies to explore 
what else SCCT-based interventions need to focus on to influence actual network use. Additional 
research should also investigate factors that influence when or for whom networking intentions 
translate into actual network use.  






The results of this study underscore the importance of considering individual differences 
as moderators of pathways in the SCCT model that are not currently viewed as moderated. For 
instance, the SCCT model currently views self-efficacy and outcome expectations as the direct 
byproducts of four core learning experiences: mastery, modeling, persuasion, and arousal 
reduction. I designed the SCCT networking intervention to tap into these core learning 
experiences. However, I found that the SCCT condition was more effective than the CSMC 
condition at fostering Networking Self-Efficacy only for individuals low in openness and was 
more effective than the GST condition at fostering networking outcome expectations only for 
individuals high in extraversion. These findings are not in line with the SCCT model’s view of 
self-efficacy or outcome expectations (i.e., as direct, unmoderated byproducts of the core 
learning experiences). Instead, the SCCT model might be extended through the addition of these 
pathways moderated by individual differences. 
While the SCCT model suggests that the core learning experiences described above 
influence intentions through their effects on self-efficacy and outcome expectations, SCCT also 
does not currently specify a direct link between the core learning experiences and networking 
intentions. But results from this study suggest the SCCT materials were more effective than the 
CSMC materials at fostering networking intentions, without actually fostering networking self-
efficacy or networking outcome expectations. This suggests that the SCCT model might be 
extended through the addition of a pathway that directly links the core learning experiences 
directly linking to networking intentions, without going through networking self-efficacy or 
networking outcome expectations.  
Implications for a Goal-Setting Model of Networking Intervention  
  Contrary to expectations, the GST materials did not have any direct effects on networking 






intentions, networking plans, or actual network use. Moreover, none of the individual differences 
included in the study moderated the effect of the GST materials on networking plans, networking 
intentions, or network use. Overall, this study offered limited support for a Goal-Setting Model 
of Networking Intervention. Under certain circumstances, the GST materials were more effective 
than other conditions. For instance, the GST materials were more effective than the SCCT 
materials at helping individuals low in extraversion to feel more confident in their ability to 
engage in effective networking (i.e., networking self-efficacy) and were more effective than the 
CSMC materials at helping individuals low on openness to see the benefits of networking (i.e., 
networking outcome expectations). Yet, these findings suggest that the GST intervention 
materials may actually represent an additional way to foster core SCCT-related constructs (e.g., 
networking self-efficacy, networking outcome expectations) for some types of people, rather 
than a way to foster specific GST-related constructs, such as networking plans, or networking 
intentions.  
  It is possible that individuals who set more challenging goals, or more clearly defined 
goals during the intervention might be more likely to follow through on their networking goals 
with actual network use. While the GST materials prompted participants to set challenging and 
specific networking goals, the extent to which participants heeded the guidance was not assessed 
as part of the study. Future research could measure participants’ self-assessments of their 
networking goal clarity and networking goal difficulty and explore the extent to which such self-
assessments moderate the effects of intervention condition on outcomes of interest, such as 
network use. 
 One important question for the GST literature is whether there are other factors, beyond 
the individual differences included in this study, that help explain when or for whom a structured 






networking goal-setting intervention leads to greater networking plans, networking intentions, or 
network use. Perhaps individuals with greater career concern (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012) would 
benefit more from a GST networking intervention than those with lower career concern. If 
greater career concern leads individual to focus more on the networking intervention materials, 
they might set higher quality networking goals (e.g., more challenging, more specific), resulting 
in better outcomes following the intervention. A follow-up study might investigate whether 
career concern moderates the effect of a GST networking intervention on networking plans, 
networking intentions, or network use. The fact that the intervention materials have now been 
developed means that follow-up studies can be conducted relatively easily. 
Implications for Practice 
  SCCT’s core intervention recommendation is to focus on building individuals’ 
networking confidence (self-efficacy) and on helping them to understand the benefits of 
networking (outcome expectations). GST’s core intervention recommendation is to help 
individuals to set effective networking goals. In this study, neither theory yielded an intervention 
that seemed to foster Network Use or consistent networking motivation. One potential applied 
implication is that on their own, SCCT or GST may be inadequate frameworks for the 
development of a brief intervention to foster networking motivation and networking behavior. 
There may be a benefit to integrating materials based on the different theories into a broader 
intervention that could deliver a higher treatment dosage; combining the conditions might be 
more effective than either one on its own. For instance, it is possible that the SCCT condition, 
combined with the GST condition, and with content from the NIC condition, might yield a more 
effective brief networking intervention than any of the individual study modules by themselves.  
  Relatedly, results from this study suggest that in the context of networking, different 






types of people may benefit from different types of interventions and there might not be a one-
size-fits-all approach to networking intervention. A person-centric approach might be more 
effective. For instance, the results of this study suggest that an intervention based on SCCT (vs 
GST) is likely to help more extraverted individuals to develop positive beliefs about networking, 
while an intervention based on GST (vs SCCT) is likely to help less extraverted individuals to 
develop those same beliefs. Rather than assuming that everyone will benefit from the same type 
of networking intervention, practitioners might want to match individuals to a type of networking 
intervention based on that individual’s needs and personality profile. For instance, practitioners 
might want to first determine an individual’s level of Extraversion before determining whether to 
assign the individual an SCCT-oriented intervention, or a GST-oriented intervention. The 
measures developed for use in this study could also be leveraged by practitioners as a broad self-
report needs assessment to help understand the specific networking barriers and networking 
intervention needs of a particular individual or group.  
Limitations and Future Directions  
COVID-19  
  Networking is a fundamentally social activity. Perhaps the most salient limitation of this 
research is that it focused on networking during the COVID-19 pandemic, which limited normal 
social interaction for an extended period of time. If the effectiveness of the interventions was 
influenced by the pandemic, that would negatively impact the validity of the conclusions that can 
be drawn. It is conceivable that the pandemic negatively impacted individuals’ networking 
motivation. The pandemic may have left people feeling constrained and helpless with respect to 
networking and broader career development, perhaps in ways that brief interventions could not 
overcome. This could help explain why several hypotheses regarding the effects of the 






intervention materials on networking self-efficacy, networking outcome expectations, 
networking plans, and networking intentions were also not supported.  
  It is very likely that the pandemic constrained actual network use. Overall network use 
appeared low for the majority of the sample, suggesting that most people utilized a small number 
of contacts during the pandemic. For the measure of NU-Distant, the median at T1 was 2.0 and 
the median at T3 was 3.0; the mode at T1 was 2.0 and the mode at T3 was 2.0. The data were 
skewed (T1 skewness = 1.46, se = .23; T3 skewness = 1.47, se = .23). For the measure of NU-
New, the median at T1 was 3.0 and the median at T3 was 2.0; the mode at T1 was 0.0 and the 
mode at T3 was 0.0. The data were also skewed (T1 skewness = 2.14, se = .23; T3 skewness = 
1.77, se = .23). These data could help explain why hypotheses regarding the effectiveness of the 
intervention materials on actual network use were not supported.  
The pandemic may have impacted networking differentially for individuals from certain 
cultures. Chua, Morris, and Ingram (2009) suggest that while individualistic and collectivistic 
cultures both consider social networks to be important for professional success, network contacts 
may develop differently based on culture. These authors note that in collectivistic cultures, the 
development of professional relationships involves more in-person trust-building and emotional 
bonding than the development of professional relationships in individualistic cultures. Chua et al. 
(2009) indicate that in collectivistic cultures, networking is heavily reliant on shared meals, face-
to-face drinks, exchange of personal gifts, and in-person socialization with family members. As a 
result, the shift from in-person networking to online approaches might have been a more difficult 
shift for individuals from collectivistic backgrounds. 
  The pandemic provided an opportunity for many workers to rethink their career goals and 
priorities. As the world emerged from the depths of the pandemic, large numbers of employees 






started leaving their jobs voluntarily, and organizations began reporting wide-ranging labor 
shortages. This phenomenon, dubbed “the Great Resignation,” has potential implications for the 
results of this study. If participants felt decreased pressure to engage in active job-search 
activities during the time that data was collected, then they might have also felt decreased 
networking motivation and might have engaged in less network use. 
  The most pressing direction for future research is to replicate this study following large-
scale COVID-19 vaccination efforts and broad return to work and school in-person. This would 
provide insight into whether the pandemic impacted the validity of the study’s findings. 
Measurement  
  Another general limitation is that all measures were based on self-report, most notably 
the outcome measures of networking behavior (network use). The network use measures may 
have been limited by asking participants to report broadly on “use of contacts” without 
considering method of contact. For instance, in future research on this topic, the quality of 
network use data might be improved through use of a measure that asks participants to recall 
specific people contacted through LinkedIn messages, people contacted through phone calls, and 
people contacted through email. Breaking it down in this way, into specific contact approaches, 
could result in more accurate data. 
 If this study were re-run, network use could also be measured in alternative ways. For 
instance, experience sampling methodologies, such as a daily diary study, could be used, or 
behavioral measures, such as willingness to devote time or effort to actually participate in a real-
world networking activity or event (e.g., signing-up to meet a professor for coffee). Objective 
measures, such as number of new LinkedIn connections gained over the course of a three-week 
period, or reports from people other than the participant, such as a friend or spouse, could also be 






used. These alternative types of measures may be more sensitive to the intervention materials 
because they would not be anchored to participants’ responses to the same measures at T1.  
  Moreover, since participants’ motivations for completing the study were not assessed, it 
is difficult to know whether factors such as willingness to respond thoroughly and accurately had 
a negative impact on response quality. The pandemic may have negatively impacted participants’ 
willingness to respond thoughtfully to the study’s measures. In particular, the network use 
measures required more thought than a typical Likert scale; adding more names to the measure 
took slightly more thought and consideration than adding fewer names. For this reason, scores on 
these measures might be more a reflection of participants’ willingness to exert effort in the study 
than of their actual network use. There was no correlation between conscientiousness and any of 
the network use measures at either T1 or T3. Nevertheless, if this study were re-run, it would be 
useful to know the extent to which participants are thoughtful in their responses, specifically 
with respect to the measure of network use. 
  Furthermore, the time between measurements (7 days between T1 and T2; 21 days 
between T2 and T3) might have limited the study’s ability to detect the effects. Perhaps the time 
between measurements was too short, such that participants responded to Time 2 or Time 3 
measures in line with how they remembered responding to the same measures at Time 1. For 
instance, network use at Time 3 might be more a reflection of network use at Time 1 than a 
representation of change in network use following the interventions. This logic could apply to 
the measurements of the mediators as well (i.e., networking self-efficacy, networking outcome 
expectations, networking plans). If this study were re-run, it could make sense to double the time 
between each measurement timepoint (e.g., two weeks between T1 and T2 instead of one week; 
6 weeks between T2 and T3 instead of 3 weeks) in an effort to reduce anchoring effects. It could 






also make sense to add an additional measurement timepoint (e.g., a follow-up 3 weeks after T2 
and 6 weeks after T2) to examine whether the intervention materials have a delayed effect on 
networking motivation or networking behavior. Increasing the length of time between the 
intervention and the measurement of post-intervention networking behavior might also have an 
impact on the results if brief networking interventions require practice over time to actually 
increase networking motivation and network use (i.e., a delayed rather than an immediate effect). 
Relatedly, it could be fruitful to explore whether administering the brief networking intervention 
modules repeatedly over a longer time horizon would have a greater impact on networking 
motivation and networking use, through reinforcement. 
Materials 
  The intervention materials also have limitations. The manipulations themselves may have 
been less effective than anticipated, particularly if the focal constructs – networking self-
efficacy, networking outcome expectations, networking plans, networking intentions, and 
network use – are difficult to change. It is possible that lengthening the interventions, through 
repetition of the materials over a longer time horizon, could provide a higher “dose.” This could 
result in greater influence on networking motivation and network use. Moreover, combining the 
intervention modules might also provide a higher “dose” intervention which could also have a 
greater effect than the individual modules on their own. It would be prudent for follow-up studies 
to explore whether the SCCT and GST materials interact when delivered in tandem (i.e., 
cumulative effects). Combining the modules might lead to more effective intervention outcomes 
than any of the intervention modules would on their own. For instance, if the SCCT materials are 
effective at driving networking intentions but not at bridging the gap between intentions and 
actions, then introducing the GST intervention after the SCCT intervention might help bridge the 






gap between networking intentions and behavior.  
  The intervention materials also may not have been particularly engaging for participants 
because they were comprised only of reading and writing exercises. Follow-up studies could 
adapt the intervention materials by including audio and video content which might prove more 
effective by generating greater participant engagement. Participant reaction studies could help 
inform a reshaping of the intervention materials in a way that could make them more effective.  
Moreover, several hypothesized effects were smaller than anticipated, and marginally 
significant. For instance, the SCCT condition had higher mean T2 Networking Intentions than 
the CSMC condition, but the difference was not statistically significant. The GST condition also 
had higher mean T2 Networking Intentions than the NIC condition, but the difference was also 
not statistically significant. The current sample may have been sufficient to detect the anticipated 
medium-sized effects, but a larger sample might be required to detect these small effects. In fact, 
one critique of Wise interventions is that they can yield small effect sizes (Harackiewicz & 
Priniski, 2018). Research grounded in the Wise intervention tradition recognizes that 
intervention effect sizes will vary based on the nature of the sample, and based on the nature of 
the context in which the intervention is delivered (Harackiewicz & Priniski, 2018). Wise 
intervention research typically asks questions such as who could benefit most (least) from the 
intervention? Or in what contexts is the intervention most (least) effective? (Walton & Wilson, 
2018). The results of this study may provide valuable insights about the populations that might 
benefit least from the intervention materials (i.e., students), or the contexts in which the 
intervention might be least effective (i.e., networking during a global pandemic).  
A related limitation is that this study really compared the SCCT and GST materials to 
active comparison conditions, rather than to true control conditions. Since brief networking 






interventions might have small effects, these effects could get lost in the noise introduced by the 
comparison of one active intervention to another active intervention. Follow-up studies might 
explore how the SCCT and GST intervention materials designed for this study compare to a 
wait-list control condition rather than to active control conditions. Future research could compare 
the magnitude of the effects of active versus wait-list control conditions. For instance, it is 
possible that all four intervention conditions had positive effects on the mediators, but the 
magnitude of the effects of the SCCT or GST materials were greater than for the NIC or CSMC 
materials. It was not possible to test this, since I did not have a true control group. 
  In addition, due to the pandemic and technological advances, much of networking has 
moved to online activities, such as LinkedIn messages, and Zoom video calls. Two years ago, 
networking might have involved saying to someone, “could we grab coffee and talk?” Today, it 
might be more common to say to someone, “could we do a virtual coffee chat over Zoom?” The 
SCCT, GST, and NIC materials acknowledged this shift by including this text: “Networking can 
be accomplished through remote, online, and virtual options: Phone calls | Video conferencing | 
Text messages | Emails | LinkedIn messages. Future networking intervention research might 
further emphasize to participants that networking encompasses both traditional “analog” 
networking behaviors, such as having coffee with someone in-person, and “digital” networking 
behaviors, such as emailing someone, connecting with them on LinkedIn, or meeting them via 
video conferencing. For instance, future studies could investigate the relative effectiveness of 
these two distinct types of networking behaviors on different outcomes, such as career learning, 
job leads, and job offers. 
Sampling 
  There are several limitations and future directions related to the study sample. Foremost, 






the use of a student sample might have impacted the results due to participants’ life stage. While 
some of the participants were currently looking for jobs (29.2%), most were not. Perhaps only a 
subset of the sample was in a position to engage in meaningful networking, which means that the 
study materials may have only been relevant to a portion of the sample. A follow-up study 
should investigate whether the intervention materials have their anticipated effects on 
networking motivation and network use in a sample comprised fully of active job-seekers. 
Relatedly, perhaps undergraduate students represent a unique segment of the labor market 
that requires remedial career development training (e.g., how to create a LinkedIn profile, how to 
write a professional introductory email) before they can benefit from networking intervention 
materials such as those designed for this study. If so, then masters-level participants might have 
benefited more from the intervention materials than the undergraduate students. I re-tested the 
main hypotheses separately for undergraduate participants and for masters-level students. 
However, this did not change the overall pattern of results. In fact, regardless of study condition, 
at T3 undergraduate participants (n = 90) reported greater use of close (Cohen’s d = .35, ns), 
distant (Cohen’s d = .46, p = .05) and new (Cohen’s d = .45, p = .06) network contacts than 
masters-level participants (n = 23). These data do not suggest that undergraduates need remedial 
training before brief networking interventions can be effective. However, I did not have the 
sample size required to formally test education level as a moderator. 
Differential attrition may have also negatively influenced the results of the study. A total 
of 210 participants completed T1, but only 113 participants completed the full study (93 
participants completed T1 but did not finish the study). Participants who completed the full study 
scored higher on T1 networking intentions, t (2, 204) = -1.91, p = .06, conscientiousness, t (2, 
204) = -3.38, p < .01, and agreeableness, t (2, 204) = -2.79, p < .01 compared to participants that 






did not complete the study. It is possible that the participants who dropped out of the study 
would have been more likely to benefit from the intervention materials than the participants that 
actually completed the full study.  
A follow-up study could also investigate the impact of the intervention materials on 
samples of individuals considered “at risk” on key variables (e.g., low networking self-efficacy, 
networking outcome expectations, networking plans, networking intentions, or network use). 
Future studies could assess a variety of networking barriers and determine which ones the 
interventions most effectively help individuals to overcome. The interaction effects found in this 
study (e.g., the SCCT materials were more effective than the CSMC materials at fostering 
networking self-efficacy for participants low in openness, and the GST materials were more 
effective than the SCCT materials at fostering networking outcome expectations for participants 
low in extraversion). Perhaps weaker networkers (based on baseline measures) who are assigned 
to the SCCT or GST conditions could become as effective as strong networkers assigned to a 
wait-list control condition. Follow-up research could use this approach to directly test the 
interaction effects found in this study by assigning participants to intervention conditions based 
on their responses to a needs-assessment or personality questionnaire (e.g., openness to 
experience or extraversion). A best practice recommended by the training and development 
literature would be to conduct a person-based needs assessment (Brown, 2002; Salas et al., 2012) 
to understand characteristics of prospective participants, such as their baseline knowledge, skills, 
behaviors, and attitudes. This information could inform critical decisions about the content and 
delivery of the intervention materials. For instance, it could help answer questions such as: Who 
could benefit most from a particular type of intervention? What could facilitate or hinder 
intervention effectiveness? How might the intervention content need to be adapted for specific 






types of participants? 
  It is also possible that the effectiveness of brief networking interventions was contingent 
on baseline network resources (i.e., the Matthew Effect). Using t-tests, I investigated whether 
there were mean group differences in T1 network use (e.g., NU-Close, NU-Distant, NU-New) 
based on gender, or race/ethnicity (i.e., white vs non-white). There were no significant 
differences between male and female participants, or between white and non-white participants. 
Future research might directly test differential sensitivity to the intervention materials based on 
baseline network resources. A subsequent study could assign participants to intervention 
conditions based on an assessment of baseline network resources. This would make it possible to 
compare the effectiveness of the SCCT (or GST) materials on individuals with low baseline 
network resources to the effectiveness of the same materials on individuals with high baseline 
network resources. Such a study would support a Matthew Effect on networking if individuals 
high in baseline network resources benefit more from the SCCT (or GST) materials than 
individuals low in baseline network resources. 
Conclusion  
 The present research found limited support for the effectiveness of brief networking 
interventions based on Social-Cognitive Career Theory or Goal-Setting Theory. However, the 
findings and observed limitations suggest several avenues for follow-up research focused on how 
to foster networking motivation and networking behavior among those who would benefit most 
from these interventions. The measures and materials developed for this study make a positive 
contribution to the literature on networking and can be harnessed in future research on this topic.   









Summary of Experimental Intervention Materials by Condition [Back] 
 
 Social-Cognitive Career Theory 
(SCCT) 
 Goal-Setting Theory (GST) 
 Theoretical Focus WISE Method(s)  Theoretical Focus WISE Method(s) 
      




• Task Framing 
• Prompting with 
Information 




• Feedback  
• Commitment 
• Prompting with 
Information 
      




• Prompting with 
Information 
• Prompting with 
Leading 
Questions 
 • Specific 
• Challenging 
• Feedback  
• Commitment 




• Prompting with 
Leading Questions 
      




• Prompting with 
Information 
• Prompting with 
Leading 
Questions 








• Prompting with 
Leading Questions 
      




• Prompting with 
Information 








• Prompting with 
Leading Questions 
      
Exercise #4 • Mastery • Active 
Reflections 








• Prompting with 
Leading Questions 
      








• Prompting with 
Leading Questions 
      
  






Table 2.  
 
Summary of Control Intervention Materials by Condition [Back] 
 
 Networking Information Control (NIC)  Career Self-Management Control 
(CSMC) 
 Theoretical Focus WISE Method(s)  Theoretical 
Focus 
WISE Method(s) 
      





• Prompting with 
Information 
 • Contemporary 
Career 
Environment 
• Prompting with 
Information 
      
Exercise #1 • Beliefs About 
Networking 
 
• Feelings About 
Networking 
• Active Reflections  • Career Self-
Management 
Overview 
• Prompting with 
Information 
      
Exercise #2 • Broad Definition of 
Networking 
• Prompting with 
Information 











      
Exercise #3 • Social Capital vs 
Networking 
• Prompting with 
Information 





Actions to Take 





      
Exercise #4 • Strong vs Weak Ties 
 
• People in Your 
Network 
• Prompting with 
Information 
 
• Active Reflections 
 • Getting Specific 
 




      
Exercise #5 • Test Your Learning • Prompting with 
Leading Questions 
 
• Active Reflections 




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Figure 2. Goal-Setting Theory (GST) Perspective of Networking. [Back]














Figure 4. Goal-Setting Theory (GST) Approach to Networking Intervention. [Back] 
  








Figure 5. Overview of Study Design and Measurement Timepoints. [Back] 








Figure 6. Interaction Between Condition (SCCT-CSMC) and Openness on Networking Self-




































Figure 7. Interaction Between Condition (GST-CSMC) and Openness on Networking Self-



































Figure 8. Interaction Between Condition (SCCT-GST) and Extraversion on Networking 












































Measures Pilot Study 1 Main Study 
T1 T2 T3 
1. Networking Self-Efficacy X X X  
2. Networking Outcome Expectations X X X  
3. Networking Plans X X X  
4. Networking Intentions X X X  
5. Networking Mindset  X   
6. Network Use – Close Contacts X X  X 
7. Network Use – Distant Contacts X X  X 
8. Network Use – New Contacts X X  X 
9. Big Five Inventory  
    a. Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Openness to Experience X X   
    b. Agreeableness, Emotional Stability (Neuroticism)  X   
10. Proactive Personality X X   
11. Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy  X   
12. Job-Search Self-Efficacy  X   
13. Generalized Self-Efficacy X    
14. Career Decision-Making Outcome Expectations X    
15. Career Plans X    
16. Career Exploration Intentions X    
17. Demographics X X   
18. Attention Check Items  X X X 
 
  


















1. I can easily engage in effective networking. 
 
2. Networking is something that I can do very well. 
 
3. I am confident in my ability to network effectively. 
 
4. I have confidence in my ability to reach out to close contacts (e.g. family, friends, co-
workers) that could help me with career goals or challenges. 
 
5. I am confident in my ability to strengthen my relationships with close contacts that could 
help me with career goals or challenges. 
 
6. I can easily leverage relationships with close contacts that could provide me support with 
career goals or challenges. 
 
7. I have confidence in my ability to reach out to distant contacts (e.g. acquaintances) that 
could help me with career goals or challenges. 
 
8. I am confident in my ability to develop meaningful relationships with distant contacts 
that could help me with career goals or challenges. 
 
9. Leveraging distant contacts for support with career goals or challenges is something that I 
could do easily. 
 
10. I have confidence in my ability to reach out to new contacts that could help me with 
career goals or challenges. 
 
11. I am confident in my ability to initiate contact with new people that could help me with 
career goals or challenges. 
 
12. Leveraging new contacts for support with career goals or challenges is something that I 
could do easily. 
 
  


















1. If I engage in networking, I will achieve any career goal. 
 
2. If I engage in networking, I will successfully resolve any career challenge. 
 
3. I expect that networking will lead to positive career outcomes for me. 
 
4. I expect that networking will help me successfully resolve any career challenge that I 
face. 
 
5. I believe networking is a valuable approach to achieving my career goals. 
 
6. I believe networking is a valuable strategy for working through any career challenge. 
 
  


















1. I have clear networking objectives. 
 
2. I know what I would want to achieve from networking. 
 
3. I have a clear networking plan. 
 
4. I know what I would need to do to engage in effective networking. 
 
5. I know how I could engage in effective networking. 
 
6. I have a good sense of when I could engage in effective networking. 
 
7. I have a good sense of who I could network with. 
 
  


















Over the next two weeks… 
 
1. I intend to spend more time engaging in networking than I have been. 
 
2. I will work through any networking setbacks that I face. 
 
3. I plan to try new networking strategies. 
 
4. I will persist at networking even if it is difficult. 
 
5. I plan to try networking strategies that worked for me in the past. 
 
6. Over the next two weeks, I will dedicate effort to networking. 
 
7. Over the next two weeks, I intend to invest more energy in networking. 
 
  


















1. People are either naturally gifted at networking, or they are not, and it’s generally 
difficult to change that. 
 
2. How well you network is mostly a matter of personality, and you can’t change it very 
much. 
 
3. Good networkers are born that way. 
 
4. People are born with a certain amount of social intelligence, and you can’t really do much 









Use of Close Network Contacts [Back] 
 
We are interested in how often you network with people you know well. 
 
• First, list each close network contact you have interacted with over the last few months 
to work toward career goals, or work through career challenges. Focus here on your 
engagement with family, friends, co-workers, etc.  
  
• Second, specify how much interaction you had with each contact over the last few weeks 
regarding career goals or career challenges. 
 
Please do not leave names blank. Names of contacts are meant to help you carefully consider 
the people in your network. Names will not be used for analysis. You can provide first names, 
abbreviations, or initials, instead of full names, if that is helpful.  
  
You do not need to fill in all 15 spaces; fill as many rows as you need to accurately capture the 
scope of your network.  
 
Names of Close Network Contacts Use of Contacts Over Last Two Weeks 0 times 1-2 times 3-4 times 5-6 times 7+ times 
1.      
2.      
3.      
4.      
5.      
6.      
7.      
8.      
9.      
10.      
11.      
12.      
13.      
14.      
15.      
 
Network contacts refer to people you know, personally or professionally, that could help you 
achieve career goals (e.g. job-search, career development) or help you work through career 
challenges; they are the people with whom you could network. 
Close contacts are people you know very well (e.g. family, friends, co-workers, etc). 
 
  





Use of Distant Network Contacts [Back] 
 
We are interested in how often you network with people you know, but not particularly well. 
 
• First, list each distant network contact you have been in touch with over the last few 
months to work toward career goals, or work through career challenges. Focus here on 
your engagement with acquaintances, friends-of-friends, friends of co-workers, etc.  
 
• Second, specify how much interaction you had with each contact over the last few weeks 
regarding career goals or career challenges. 
 
Please do not leave names blank. Names of contacts are meant to help you carefully consider 
people in your network. Names will not be used for analysis. You can provide first names, 
abbreviations, or initials, instead of full names, if that is helpful.   
  
You do not need to fill in all 15 spaces; fill as many rows as you need to accurately capture the 
scope of your network.  
 
Names of Distant Network Contacts Use of Contacts Over Last Two Weeks 0 times 1-2 times 3-4 times 5-6 times 7+ times 
1.      
2.      
3.      
4.      
5.      
6.      
7.      
8.      
9.      
10.      
11.      
12.      
13.      
14.      
15.      
 
Network contacts refer to people you know, personally or professionally, that could help you 
achieve career goals (e.g. job-search, career development) or help you work through career 
challenges; they are the people with whom you could network.  
 
Distant contacts are people you know casually, but not particularly well (e.g. acquaintances, 
friends-of-friends, friends of co-workers, etc.) 
  





Use of New Network Contacts [Back] 
We are interested in how often you network with new people. 
• First, list each new network contact you have interacted with over the last few months to 
work toward career goals, or work through career challenges. Focus here on your 
engagement with people you met recently, such as within the last few weeks or months.  
 
• Second, specify how much interaction you had with each contact over the last few weeks 
regarding your career goals or challenges. 
 
Please do not leave names blank. Names of contacts are meant to help you carefully consider 
people in your network. Names will not be used for analysis. You can provide first names, 
abbreviations, or initials, instead of full names, if that is helpful.  
You do not need to fill in all 15 spaces; fill as many rows as you need to accurately capture the 
scope of your network.  
Names of New Network Contacts Use of Contacts Over Last Two Weeks 0 times 1-2 times 3-4 times 5-6 times 7+ times 
1.      
2.      
3.      
4.      
5.      
6.      
7.      
8.      
9.      
10.      
11.      
12.      
13.      
14.      
15.      
 
Network contacts refer to people you know, personally or professionally, that could help you 
achieve career goals (e.g. job-search, career development) or help you work through career 
challenges; they are the people with whom you could network.  
 
New contacts are people you met recently (e.g. over the last few weeks or months). 
 
  
























…is reserved. (R) 
 
…is full of energy. 
 
…generates a lot of enthusiasm. 
 
…tends to be quiet. (R) 
 
…has an assertive personality. 
 
…is sometimes shy or inhibited. (R) 
 




I see myself as someone who… 
 
…does a thorough job. 
 
…can be somewhat careless. (R) 
 
…is a reliable worker. 
 
…tends to be disorganized. (R) 
 
…tends to be lazy. (R) 
 
…perseveres until the task is finished. 
 
…does things efficiently. 
 
…makes plans and follows through with them. 
 
…is easily distracted. (R) 





Openness to Experience (Openness) [Back] 
 
I see myself as someone who… 
 
…is original, comes up with new ideas. 
 
…is curious about many different things. 
 
…is ingenious, a deep thinker. 
 




…values artistic, aesthetic experiences. 
 
…prefers work that is routine. (R) 
 
…likes to reflect, play with ideas. 
 
…has few artistic interests. (R) 
 




I see myself as someone who… 
 
…tends to find fault with others. (R) 
 
…is helpful and unselfish with others. 
 
…starts quarrels with others. (R) 
 
…has a forgiving nature. 
 
…is generally trusting. 
 
…can be cold and aloof. (R) 
 
…is considerate and kind to almost everyone. 
 
…is sometimes rude to others. (R) 
 
…likes to cooperate with others. 
 





Emotional Stability (Neuroticism) [Back] 
 
I see myself as someone who… 
 
…gets nervous easily. (R) 
 
…is depressed, blue. (R) 
 
…is relaxed, handles stress well. 
 
…can be tense. (R) 
 
…worries a lot. (R) 
 
…is emotionally stable, not easily upset. 
 
…can be moody. (R) 
 
…remains calm in tense situations. 
 























1. I am constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve my life. 
 
2. Wherever I have been, I have been a powerful force for constructive change. 
 
3. Nothing is more exciting than seeing my ideas turn into reality. 
 
4. If I see something I don't like, I fix it. 
 
5. No matter what the odds, if I believe in something, I will make it happen. 
 
6. I love being a champion for my ideas, even against others opposition. 
 
7. I excel at identifying opportunities. 
 
8. I am always looking for better ways to do things. 
 
9. If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from making it happen. 
 
10. I can spot a good opportunity long before others can. 
 
  


















I am VERY confident in my ability to: 
 
1. Determine what my ideal job would be. 
 
2. Make a career decision without worrying whether it was right or wrong. 
 
3. Choose a career that will fit my preferred lifestyle. 
 
4. Select an occupation from a list of potential careers. 
 
5. Define the type of lifestyle I would like to live. 
 
6. Change careers if I do not like my first choice. 
 
7. Find information about graduate or professional schools. 
 
8. Find out about the average earnings of people in a particular occupation. 
 
9. Identify employers, firms, and institutions relevant to my career possibilities. 
 
10. Use the internet to find information about occupations that interest me. 
 
11. Make a plan of my career goals for the next 5 years. 
 
12. Determine the steps to take if I have difficulty in my chosen career. 
 
13. Figure out what I will and will not sacrifice to achieve my career goals. 
  


















I am VERY confident in my ability to: 
 
11. Prepare resumes that will get me job interviews. 
 
12. Impress people during employment interviews. 
 
13. Prepare a sales pitch that will attract the interest of employers. 
 
14. Plan and organize a weekly job search schedule. 
 
15. Find out where job openings exist. 
 
16. Use a variety of sources to find job opportunities. 
 
17. Search for and find good job opportunities. 
  


















1. I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough. 
 
2. If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I want. 
 
3. It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals. 
 
4. I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events. 
 
5. Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations. 
 
6. I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort. 
 
7. I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping 
abilities. 
 
8. When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several solutions. 
 
9. If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution. 
 
10. I can usually handle whatever comes my way. 
 
  


















1. If I learn more about different career paths, I will make better career decisions. 
 
2. If I know my interests and abilities, then I will be able to choose a good career path. 
 
3. If I spend enough time gathering information about career paths, I will make better career 
decisions. 
 
4. If I learn more about my career values (the things I want most from my career), I will 
make better career decisions. 
 
5. If I put enough time into deciding on career options, it will increase my chances of 
making better decisions. 
 
6. If I carefully compare the pros and cons of different career options, I will make better 
career decisions. 
 
7. If I learn more about which career paths might best match my personality, I will make 
better career choices. 
 
8. If I know what type of education I need for different career paths, I can learn what I need 
to know to make a good decision. 
 
  


















1. I have clear career goals. 
 
2. I have a plan for my career. 
 
3. I have a strategy for achieving my career goals. 
 
4. I know what I need to do to reach my career goals. 
 
5. My career objectives are clear. 
 
  


















Over the next two weeks… 
 
1. I intend to spend more time learning about careers than I have been. 
 
2. I plan to talk to lots of people about careers. 
 
3. I am committed to learning more about my skills and interests.  
 
4. I intend to get information I need to make important career decisions. 
 
5. I plan to talk to mentors and advisors about different career opportunities. 
 
  







What year were you born? 
 




  Male 
  Female 
  Other 
  Prefer Not to Say  
 
Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin? 
 
  Yes 
  No 
 
Which of these options best describes your race? 
 
  White 
  Black or African American 
  Native American or Alaskan Native 
  South Asian 
  Chinese 
  Korean 
  Japanese 
  Filipino 
  Arab/West Asian 
  Pacific Islander 
  Other Asian 
  Mixed Race 
 
What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 
  Less than high school 
  High School or GED 
  Some college, no degree 
  Associate degree (AA, AS) 
  Bachelor’s degree (BA, BS) 
  Some post-graduate work, no degree 
  Master’s degree (MS, MA, MBA) 
  Doctorate (JD, MD, PhD) 
 
  





Which of these options best describes your current job-search status? 
 
Career Exploration (e.g. I will be actively looking for a job in the near future). 
Active Job Search (e.g. I am currently looking for a new job). 
Passive Job Search (e.g. I am not actively looking, but I am open to opportunities). 
Job-Search Decision-Making (e.g. I have job offers and I need to make a decision). 
I am not looking for a job at this time. 
 













Which of these options best describes the life stage you consider yourself to be in currently? 
 
Entering the workforce 
Advancing my career 
Experienced professional 
Close to retirement 
Other 
 
Since the age of 18, how many times have you experienced involuntary unemployment? 


































1. Please select neither agree nor disagree. 
 
2. Please select somewhat disagree. 
 
3. Select strongly agree. 
 
4. Please select strongly disagree. 
 
5. Just to make sure you are paying attention, select somewhat agree. 
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Goal-Setting Theory (GST) [Back] 
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